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Executive summary 
This report details the findings of the Food Literacy Delphi Study.  This study was the first of three 
studies commissioned by Health Promotion Queensland, Queensland Health.  It examines the views 
of experts from around Australia about food literacy; its meaning, potential components and 
relationship to nutrition.  It will be followed by a consumer study, using the case study of young 
people leaving their parental home for the first time to examine these issues from their perspective; 
and a review of existing efforts and interventions.  At the end of these three studies we expect to 
have: 
• An agreed meaning for the term “food literacy”. 
• Identification of components of food literacy. 
• A conceptual model to describe the relationship between food literacy and nutrition against 
which existing investment can be assessed and future investment can be informed. 
• Recommendations for the positioning of food literacy within multi-strategic public health 
nutrition plans. 
Purpose 
The primary purpose of the food literacy Delphi study was to explore what experts understand by 
the term “food literacy” and in particular what its components might be and how it may potentially 
relate to nutrition.  The study also gave researchers the opportunity to identify existing activity in 
Australia, engage with these stakeholders, promote the project and begin a network of those 
interested in progressing the food literacy agenda.  This is particularly valuable in informing Health 
Promotion Queensland’s second stage of investment in food literacy which will be a pilot 
intervention. 
Method 
The food literacy Delphi study consisted of three rounds.  The first was a semi structured telephone 
interview with identified food experts.  It was followed by two online surveys with the same 
participants.  Participants were purposefully selected according to a sampling matrix and criteria.  
The matrix was developed following consultation with a range of colleagues from diverse 
backgrounds including the results of a survey of home economics and health promotion conference 
participants.  The matrix included the sectors of nutrition, education, gastronomy, welfare, food 
production and food industry.  Within these sectors, participants came from the settings of research, 
practice, policy and advocacy.  Participants came from all states and territories, had several years 
experience in their field and included people working with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders.  
Several strategies were used to select individuals to populate this matrix including a review of the 
literature, consultation with project team members and other key stakeholders and snowballing.  
Forty-three people participated in round one, thirty four continued in round two and twenty four 
completed all three rounds.   
Analysis 
Round one data was predominantly analysed qualitatively using constructivist grounded theory. 
Some of the emerging themes from this initial analysis, particularly regarding the term “food 
literacy” and its potential components, were more rigorously examined in round two and round 
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three surveys.  The relationship between these themes was further considered following the final 
Delphi round when all data was re-examined.  The exact language used by participants in interviews 
was retained throughout subsequent rounds.  The iterative nature of the Delphi method helped to 
quantify support and agreement without the dominance of a profession, setting or sector that might 
occur in a face-to-face process, exposed participants to alternate view points, and allowed them 
time to reconsider their responses and the extent to which they shared the views of others.   
Results 
“Food literacy” as a term 
The term “food literacy” was not well understood by participants and their opinion of the term and 
its application varied.  Round one interviews revealed that while most participants (69.8%) had 
heard the term “food literacy”, few used it.  When asked what they understood it to mean, 
responses varied considerably and participants spoke of the ambiguity surrounding the term.  The 
construct of empowerment, however, was predominant.  Despite varying views initially, by round 
three participants strongly agreed that existing terms were inadequate in describing the set of 
knowledges and skills needed to use food to meet needs and that “food literacy” was useful in 
referring to them collectively. The most popular definition for food literacy was: 
T h e r e l a t i v e a b i l i t y t o b a s i c a l l y u n d e r s t a n d t h e n a t u r e o f f o o d a n d h o w i t i s i m p o r t a n t t o y o u , a n d h o w
a b l e y o u a r e t o g a i n i n f o r m a t i o n a b o u t f o o d , p r o c e s s i t , a n a l y s e i t a n d a c t u p o n i t
Potential components of food literacy 
First round interviews revealed eighty possible components of food literacy.  These were grouped 
into eight domains of: 
1 .
 
a c c e s s ,
2 .
 
p l a n n i n g a n d m a n a g e m e n t ,
3 .
 
s e l e c t i o n ,
4 .
 k
n o w i n g w h e r e f o o d c o m e s f r o m ,
5 .
 
p r e p a r a t i o n ,
6 .
 
e a t i n g ,
7 .
 
n u t r i t i o n a n d
8 .
 
l a n g u a g e .
In round two, participants ranked each of these eighty components as either “irrelevant”, “core” 
(need to know) or “desirable” (nice to know).  There was very little agreement on potential 
components in the second round survey.  Of the eighty possible components of food literacy 
presented, only six achieved a priori consensus definition of at least 75%.  The six “core” 
components were consistent with those least likely to be considered “irrelevant”.  
1 . 2 B e i n g a b l e t o a c c e s s f o o d t h r o u g h s o m e s o u r c e o n a r e g u l a r b a s i s w i t h v e r y l i m i t e d r e s o u r c e s .
2 . 7 B e i n g a b l e t o c h o o s e f o o d s t h a t a r e w i t h i n y o u r s
k
i l l s e t a n d a v a i l a b l e t i m e .
5 . 5 K n o w l e d g e o f s o m e b a s i c c o m m o d i t i e s a n d h o w t o p r e p a r e t h e m .
5 . 6 K n o w i n g h o w t o p r e p a r e s o m e f o o d s f r o m a l l o f t h e f o o d g r o u p s , e . g . h o w t o p r e p a r e m e a t ,
h o w t o c o o
k
p a s t a , h o w t o p r e p a r e v e g e t a b l e s a n d t h e n t h e r e a r e s p i n o f f s f r o m t h e r e .
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5 . 1 4 B e i n g a b l e t o c o n f i d e n t l y u s e c o m m o n p i e c e s o f k i t c h e n e q u i p m e n t s u c h a s a s t o v e t o p , o v e n ,
m i c r o w a v e , c a n o p e n e r a n d s a u c e p a n s .
5 . 1 8 E n o u g h f o o d h y g i e n e a n d f o o d s a f e t y s o t h a t y o u d o n ’ t p o i s o n a n y o n e .
When components were re-presented in round three, a further one achieved consensus: 
3 . 1 2 B e i n g a b l e t o u n d e r s t a n d w h a t ’ s i n t h e p r o d u c t a n d h o w t o s t o r e a n d u s e i t .
There was little variation between sectors, work settings and professions.  What people need to 
know and understand about food to use it to meet their needs appears to be largely contextual 
rather than a universal set of competencies that can be applied in all settings.   
Relating food literacy to nutrition 
The relationship between food literacy and nutrition is indirect.  Participants talked about the 
mechanism for food literacy improving nutrition in terms of providing security and certainty, 
improving choice and making eating more pleasurable.  It is proposed that the extent to which food 
literacy could do this tended to be mediated by the food supply and an individual’s values.  
Participants talked about the relative importance of components of food literacy being dependent 
upon these mechanisms and mediators.  The level of nutrition outcome being sought may also 
impact on the relative importance of components.  A conceptual model has been developed to help 
illustrate these potential relationships (refer to Figure 8).   
Conclusion 
Clarification of terminology 
This study reinforces the perceived diversity in understanding and use of the term food literacy.  This 
has important implications for how policy documents are interpreted and enacted (Commonwealth 
of Australia, 2009; Public Health Association of Australia, 2009; Queensland Public Health Forum, 
2009).  Work is needed to promote the study findings, particularly regarding the use and 
understanding of the term.  Results also emphasise the need for clear articulation and 
communication of nutrition outcomes and processes when planning, implementing and evaluating 
interventions.   
Working collaboratively 
The participants were indicative of the breadth of sectors and work settings with a vested interest in 
food literacy.  Their active and enthusiastic participation in this study reflects participants’ passion 
and commitment to food and people’s connection to it.  It is important to note that food literacy 
work by these sectors often results in a positive nutrition outcome despite that not being their 
primary purpose.  These sectors and settings should be included in developing a collaborative 
approach to address food literacy.  Nutritionists need to be prepared to support rather than 
necessarily lead these partnerships particularly when targeting populations that do not typically 
engage with the health sector. 
The next stage 
The food literacy Delphi study was the first of three studies funded by Health Promotion 
Queensland.  It is followed by a qualitative study of consumers using the case study of young people 
leaving their parental home for the first time.  The findings of these two studies will be used to 
review existing interventions.  The study of young people will provide the lay person’s perspective  
iv
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on what we need to know and understand about food to use it to meet needs.  This study will 
continue the exploration of potential components of food literacy and how they relate to nutrition 
but will not investigate the use and understanding of the term itself.  The young people study is an 
important “test” of the conceptual model.  Examining the relevance of this model in a defined 
context is critical in determining its use.  This data from the young people study will be used to 
review and refine the conceptual model which aims to guide policy, practice and investment. 
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Introduction 
In 2010, a consortia led by Queensland University of Technology (QUT) were contracted by Health 
Promotion Queensland “to undertake a comprehensive research project which demonstrates the 
effectiveness of strategies to improve food literacy in men and women encompassing the school to 
adulthood transition years (16 years to 25 years) who have low literacy and/or education levels and 
who experience a high level of social disadvantage”.  The research project is made up of three 
studies: 
1. A Delphi study of food experts 
2. Qualitative interviews with young people 
3. A review of existing efforts to address food literacy. 
This report presents the results of study one: a Delphi study of food experts. 
Purpose of the study 
The purpose of the food literacy Delphi study was to explore what experts understood the term 
“food literacy” to mean, what its components might be and how it potentially related to nutrition.  
The study also gave researchers the opportunity to identify existing activity in Australia, engage with 
these stakeholders, promote the project and begin a network of those interested in progressing the 
food literacy agenda.  This is particularly valuable in informing Health Promotion Queensland’s 
second stage of investment in food literacy and co-ordinated action more broadly. 
Approach 
Researchers chose the Delphi method as it is a well documented approach to gain consensus and 
allowed a diverse range of experts to participate in the study both independently and collectively.  
This Delphi study was made up of three rounds using mixed methodology.  The first round was a 
semi structured telephone interview.  These interviews were predominantly analysed qualitatively 
using constructivist grounded theory (Charmaz, 2005).  The second and third rounds were online 
survey and were analysed quantitatively to look for levels of agreement. 
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A background to food literacy 
“Food literacy” is an emerging term used to collectively describe a range of knowledge and skills 
needed to use food.  The term is increasingly used in policy, practice, research and the general public 
however there is no shared understanding of its meaning or what its components might include.  
Contemporary nutrition policies and plans call for focusing efforts to improve nutrition through a 
closer connection with food. In some it is explicitly expressed as “food literacy” in others it is a list of 
food skills, knowledge and behaviours.  
Practitioners are intuitively working more in the everyday practicalities of using food to meet 
nutrition guidelines through a closer connection with food. Understanding food and what to do with 
it are prominent in the media and general public.  There is, however, little agreement on what this 
set of knowledge and skills are and how they might relate to nutrition.  A shared understanding is 
important in guiding efforts and investment at both the individual and community level.  This 
background gives an overview of how the interest in linking food and nutrition is currently expressed 
in nutrition policy and practice, how the term “food literacy” is used in these settings and why 
research into its meaning and components is needed.  While it is acknowledged that food fulfils 
needs beyond nutrition, the purpose of this research is to inform nutrition practice. 
The policy context 
Recent local, national and international nutrition policies and plans echo the sentiments of the 
practitioners they guide in calling for a renewed emphasis on the practical food aspects of nutrition 
and connecting nutrition messages with food solutions.  These documents, however, potentially 
cover a broad range of food knowledge and skills and assume a shared understanding of what they 
might be.  They vary in their level of detail and are open to interpretation. The International Union of 
Nutrition Science’s G i e s s e n D e c l a r a t i o n  calls for a new nutrition science that extends beyond a 
‘biological science’ to include a comprehensive understanding of ‘h o w f o o d i s g r o w n , p r o c e s s e d ,
d i s t r i b u t e d , s o l d , p r e p a r e d , c o o k e d a n d c o n s u m e d ’ (International Union of Nutrition Sciences, 2005).  
Similarly, T h e N a t i o n a l A b o r i g i n a l a n d T o r r e s S t r a i t I s l a n d e r N u t r i t i o n S t r a t e g y a n d A c t i o n P l a n
(Strategic Intergovernmental Nutrition Alliance, 2001) identifies skills in cooking, budgeting and food 
selection, food preparation areas, storage facilities for food, cooking equipment and other health 
hardware, as main issues to progress in order to improve nutritional status. This has more recently 
been re-enforced through a focus on life-skills in the transition years in the Council of Australian 
Governments’ (COAG) C l o s e t h e G a p  agreements (Council of Australian Governments, 2008).  The 
C o m m o n w e a l t h H o u s e o f R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s I n q u i r y i n t o O b e s i t y  (Commonwealth of Australia, 2009) 
received several submissions which cited ‘ c o n f u s i o n o v e r f o o d c h o i c e c o m p o u n d e d b y t h e l o s s o f
b a s i c f o o d s k i l l s ’ (p.127) as linked to the obesity epidemic and included support for initiatives to 
teach children and adults about ‘ t h e b e n e f i t s o f g r o w i n g a n d e a t i n g f r e s h f r u i t a n d v e g e t a b l e s a n d
p r e p a r i n g a n d e n j o y i n g h e a l t h y a n d n u t r i t i o u s m e a l s ’ (p xvii) among its key recommendations.  The 
importance of linking nutrition advice with practical food solutions is clear, however, the specifics of 
what this includes, is not.  Research into the views of practitioners will help to highlight the extent of 
ambiguity and identify aspects of agreed importance. 
The practitioner context 
Mechanisms for improving people’s practical use of food to meet nutrition recommendations is not 
well articulated in the key public health nutrition documents that guide work in Australia.  More 
particularly the role of the nutritionist in connecting nutrition messages with food solutions is 
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unclear.  Governments and practitioners are currently investing in strategies which they intuitively 
believe to be useful but which lack an evidence base. These include but are not limited to, cooking 
classes and demonstrations, supermarket tours, recipe development and promotion, gardens, menu 
planning and budgeting advice. Evaluation, if conducted, is often limited to process, such as use of 
recipes, and impact level, such as confidence in cooking and changes in awareness of nutrition 
recommendations (Brown & Hermann, 2005; Devine, Farrell, & Hartman, 2005; Foley & Pollard, 
1998; Michaud, Condrasky, & Griffin, 2007; Wrieden, et al., 2007).  This limited evidence of the 
efficacy of existing efforts limits their use, inclusion and investment within public health nutrition 
plans.  As a result, nutritionists may not consider this legitimate nutrition work (Begley & Gallegos, 
2010).  This is despite the recognised need to support clients in the practicalities of following 
nutrition recommendations. It is clear that efforts to improve nutrition must juncture with the 
development of knowledge and skills on how to use food to meet needs.  What is absent is evidence 
to guide what this knowledge and skills are and how they link to improved nutrition.  An 
understanding of this mechanism would help to determine the extent to which food literacy might 
influence nutrition and inform the development of appropriate evaluation measures.  This is an 
important factor in establishing the legitimacy of food work for nutritionists and other practitioners. 
Use of the term “food literacy” 
The term food literacy is increasingly applied to describe the collective set of knowledge and skills 
needed to use food to meet needs however it’s meaning is ambiguous and inconsistent.  The term 
appears in policy, practice, research and is increasingly used by the general public.  At a local level, 
t h e E a t W e l l Q u e e n s l a n d : A r e w e h a l f w a y t h e r e y e t ? M i d p o i n t i m p l e m e n t a t i o n r e v i e w
 (Queensland 
Public Health Forum, 2009) identifies poor “food literacy” as an emerging issue. In the past twelve 
months State health departments in Western Australia, South Australia, and Queensland have all 
called for tenders which address “food literacy” (Government of South Australia, 2010; Government 
of Western Australia, 2011; Queensland Health, 2011).  The Public Health Association of Australia’s 
A
F
u t u r e f o r
F
o o d
 statement includes ‘
a n e e d t o e n s u r e b a s i c f o o d l i t e r a c y ’
 (Public Health Association 
of Australia, 2009).  Prime Minister's Science Engineering and Innovation Council identify it as a 
component of food security (Prime Minister's Science Engineering and Innovation Council, 2010) 
These documents use different definitions of food literacy or leave it to the reader to determine 
what it might include.  In research and public domains, the term “food literacy” is used in the 
context of education, life skills and sustainability, where its’ meaning differs (Kolasa, Peery, Harris, & 
Shovelin, 2001; Socrates-Grundtvig, 2006; Stanton, 2009).  The scope of meaning of the term “food 
literacy” is broad, value-dependant and has been developed in the absence of evidence of its 
relationship to nutrition.  This makes operationalising these documents very difficult. 
How ‘food literacy’ is understood is contextual and will vary as a consequence of social change and 
most certainly as a consequence of a constantly evolving food supply. However, identifying some 
scope of meaning is needed to progress discussion and action. Consistent terminology facilitates 
comparison of research and communication.  It helps practitioners interpret research, contribute to 
the evidence base and have a clear focus for their work. An examination of the scope of meaning for 
the term ‘food literacy’, including an understanding of its components and their measurement, are 
therefore needed in order to determine the degree to which these components are modifiable and 
linked to nutrition.   
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Support for a greater emphasis on food in nutrition practice is well documented.  Currently nutrition 
policies call for action in “food literacy”, governments invest in it and practitioners label their work 
as it, despite having not agreed understanding of its meaning, what it includes and how it might 
relate to nutrition.  It is difficult for this agenda to progress unless we all know what we mean when 
we use the term.  In determining the scope of meaning of food literacy, its components and its 
relationship to nutrition, this research project will undertake two studies.  The first will consult a 
broad range of food experts from around Australia working in diverse settings and sectors that 
influence what we know and understand about food and how we use it.  This will be followed by 
consultation with consumers, using the case study of young people leaving their parental home for 
the first time.  This document reports the results of the first study: the Food Literacy Delphi Study. 
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A background to the Delphi method 
A Delphi study is a survey that continues for a number of rounds with the same participants until 
group consensus is reached.  Delphi methodology is often chosen when consensus needs to be 
reached.  It is generally used in situations when there is an absence of clinical evidence, when an 
issue requires judgement rather than evidence to be used, in defining the scope of broad and 
complex issues, or to develop or determine a broad range of possible alternatives to a health issue.  
Delphi studies began in the 1950s to inform decision making by “pooling intelligence” (de Villiers, de 
Villiers, & Kent, 2005).  Their first application was in the military however, this methodology has 
been widely used in health (Gibson, Fletcher, & Casey, 2003; Hart, Jorm, Kanowski, Kelly, & 
Langlands, 2009; Mitchell, Williamson, & O'Connor, 2009; Ota, et al., 2007; Speight, Thomas, Kennel, 
& Anderson, 1995; Stucki, et al., 2004).  Consensus, through rounds of consultation, is commonly 
used in the development of public health plans and other strategic documents however there are 
rarely protocols and parameters regarding the extent of consultation or the analysis of consensus.  A 
Delphi study aims to give more structure, consideration and transparency to this common practice.  
It is favoured over other methods of seeking expert consensus e.g. workshops or conferences as it: 
• allows participation by people who are geographically apart or not typically linked; 
• allows participants to lodge their views anonymously; 
• gives participants time to consider their views and responses; 
• avoids the possibility of dominance by individuals that might occur in a face to face meeting 
(Akins, Tolson, & Cole, 2005; Keeney, Hasson, & McKenna, 2006). 
Having various survey rounds, gives participants the opportunity to more critically consider their 
responses and build their knowledge which often leads to a more problem solving and insightful 
response than might occur in a one off process (Holly Powell, 2004; Hsu & Sandford, 2007). Delphi 
studies can be used on their own or in conjunction with other research methods to support their 
validity (Gibson, et al., 2003; Keeney, et al., 2006).  
 Sampling 
The parameters of Delphi methodology are largely undefined so there is great variation in the 
specific methodology in the literature.  Variation occurs in sample selection, sample size, acceptable 
response rates, definition and analysis of consensus, number of rounds and use of open-ended or 
closed questions.  Delphi studies typically consult experts in the field of research.  Documented 
criteria for the selection of these experts are important to minimise bias.  There is a large variation in 
a typical or optimal sample size for a Delphi study with sample numbers ranging from five to almost 
three thousand (Akins, et al., 2005).  Small studies can poorly represent the population while larger 
studies can be so difficult to manage that the time required to analyse and report on results of each 
round can negatively impact on response rates and so compromise the validity of the study (Hsu & 
Sandford, 2007).  Sample size should reflect the purpose of the study. 
Instruments 
In its purest form, Delphis should continue until consensus is reached however, in practice this rarely 
occurs due to time constraints and participant fatigue.  Generally rounds are limited to between two 
and four (Lyte & Jones, 2001; Mitchell, et al., 2009; Speight, et al., 1995), with three rounds being 
the most common (Hart, et al., 2009; Keeney, et al., 2006; Lyte & Jones, 2001; Ota, et al., 2007; Soer, 
van der Schans, Groothoff, Geertzen, & Reneman, 2008; Van der Bruggen & Groen, 1999; Weigl, et 
al., 2004).  Response rates tend to decrease with each Delphi round.  Response rates to round one 
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typically range from 50% to 100% (Keeney, et al., 2006; Mitchell, et al., 2009; Ota, et al., 2007; Van 
der Bruggen & Groen, 1999). Round one surveys can either be a series of statements developed by 
the researcher following a review of the literature or a series of open ended questions.  Studies 
which used open-ended individual interviews as the first round have been able to capture a broad 
range of expert views (Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Keeney, et al., 2006).  This method helps to develop a 
rapport between the researcher and the expert and has improved response rates (Keeney, et al., 
2006).  The analysis of round one is usually qualitative (Keeney, et al., 2006) using the identification 
of key themes and the frequency with which an idea appeared (Gibson, et al., 2003).  No statements 
are discarded.  All are included in round two, with the respondent’s own words used as much as 
possible.  Participants in the round two survey then register their agreement or disagreement with 
the statements, usually using a Likert scale (de Villiers, et al., 2005; Hart, et al., 2009; Hsu & 
Sandford, 2007; Van der Bruggen & Groen, 1999).  Round two results are analysed for consensus.  
Items to which consensus was not reached are presented to participants again in the next round. 
Studies vary in their definition of consensus.  The level of consensus, in part, is influenced by the 
research topic.  Studies which are concerned with the development of terminology or classification 
typically aim for a minimum consensus of between 70 and 85 percent (Hart, et al., 2009; Keeney, et 
al., 2006; Mitchell, et al., 2009; Ota, et al., 2007; Soer, et al., 2008; Van der Bruggen & Groen, 1999). 
Consensus can be influenced by available evidence.  Items for which there is little widely known 
evidence are less likely to reach consensus (Hart, et al., 2009).  
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Methodology 
The purpose of the Food Literacy Delphi Study was to explore the understanding of the term food 
literacy, its components and possible relationship to nutrition by Australian food experts.  The 
results will later be considered alongside the views of consumers using the case study of young 
people leaving their parental home for the first time.   
This Delphi study consisted of three rounds in consideration of both time and response rates.  The 
first round was a semi-structured telephone interview.  Rounds two and three were online surveys.  
Participants came from a range of sectors and work settings where their work influences what 
people know and understand about how to use food to meet their needs.  As the area of food 
literacy is very much in the conceptual stage, the selection of diverse Delphi groups and a 
complementary process of consumer consultation hoped to emphasise the contextual and evolving 
meaning of the term.  By having a series of rounds, it hoped to expose experts from different 
settings and sectors to the diversity of viewpoints and then allow them the opportunity to revisit 
what the meaning and dimensions of food literacy were.  In this way collective view of some of the 
dimensions of food literacy that was shared across work settings and professions could be 
determined. An overview of the study design is presented in Figure 1.  The study had ethical 
clearance from the Queensland University of Technology Human Research Ethics Committee (# 
1000000782).   
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review 
literature
•search literature for:
•existing definitions
•existing measures
•existing interventions
•key scholars and experts
•key stakeholders
select 
participants
•establish Delphi selection panel (principal investigators, Queensland Health public health nutritionist)
•establish goals of study and themes for questions for round one
•establish selection criteria, determine rationale for stratification and sample size
•develop round one survey
•submit to QUT ethics
•select participants 
•develop a contact list
contact 
participants
•pilot
•invite participants to take part
•document consent
•arrange interview time for round one
round 1
•finalise tool
•collect data  (semi structured telephone interview)
•transcribe interviews
•thematically analyse data
round 2
•develop round two instrument using round one responses
•send to round one participants
•target response rate: 70%
•time for response: 2 weeks
•reminder at 7 and 10 day point  
•results analysed for frequency and distribution  (report mean and standard deviation)
•consensus defined as at least 75%
round 3
•items which met consensus criteria presented as accepted or rejected
•items which did not achieve consensus represented
•only sent to round two respondents
•target response rate: 70%
•time for response: 2 weeks
•reminder at 7 and 10 day point
•results analysed for frequency and distribution (report mean and standard deviation)
•consensus defined as at least 75%
results
• group items which achieved consensus (for inclusion or not), and  those which did not
•analyse results of all rounds by setting, sector and nutritionist/non-nutritionist
•revisit interview data
•develop conceptual framework
•report results
•feed results back to participants 
•include participants in ongoing communication for project including comparability with results of consultation with 
young people
Figure 1: Delphi Methodology 
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Sampling 
Sampling criteria 
Participants were purposefully selected according to developed criteria.  Research in the area of 
food literacy is new and emerging and so traditional criteria for selecting Delphi participants such as 
research activity and publication history, were likely to yield too small a sample.  A range of 
strategies were used to determine sample selection.  Selection criteria were initially discussed with a 
panel composed of the principal investigators and a Queensland Health public health nutrition 
representative.  Additionally, attendants at the Home Economics Institute of Australia (Queensland 
Branch) World Home Economics day function held in March 2010 and the Health Promotion 
Queensland conference held in July 2010 who attended a seminar on the project were asked “who 
should be consulted in forming a definition of food literacy?”   
From these processes, it was clear that in addition to sampling academia, it was important to include 
practitioners whose work will be affected by this research and advocates and policy makers who 
have or will have the capacity to influence activity and investment in food literacy.  These formed 
the “work setting” element of the sampling matrix (refer to Figure 2).  A preliminary review of 
current activity identified that work in food literacy is occurring across a range of sectors, most 
notably health, education, welfare, gastronomy, agriculture and food industry, where its purpose 
differs. These categories reflected the key contexts identified in the literature review.  They formed 
the “sector” element of the sampling matrix (refer to Figure 2).  A description of these sectors can be 
found in Table 1. 
 
Figure 2: Delphi sampling matrix 
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Table 1 Delphi sector characteristics 
Sector Characteristics 
N u t r i t i o n
Participants were accredited nutritionists and/or dietitians.  Their work focused 
predominantly in the prevention rather than clinical management of disease. 
P r o d u c t i o n
Participants came from private and non-government organizations that are involved in 
broad acre and/or alternative farming and agriculture.   
F o o d i n d u s t r y
Participants came from food processing and retailing organizations and advocacy 
groups who work with food industry on behalf of consumers.  This group included 
nutritionists that are employed by or consult to food companies.   
W e l f a r e
Participants’ work focused on disadvantaged communities and individuals 
experiencing food insecurity for example the homeless, refugee people and Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander people. 
G a s t r o n o m y
Participants included chefs, cook book authors, food consultants and food historians. 
E d u c a t i o n
Participants worked in the area of school education including the development of 
curriculum and resources that address food. 
 
The following overarching criteria were developed to guide the selection of individuals to populate 
this matrix: 
• Participants will be theoretically representative of the contexts in which food literacy work is 
done, that is, they should include the perspective of those beyond the nutrition and health 
workforce.  However, as food literacy is being considered in the context of its use and 
application to nutrition, participants must work in an area that contributes to healthy eating. 
For example, a celebrity chef who promotes cooking at home but rarely promotes healthy 
recipes would not meet this criterion. 
• Participants must have several years experience in their profession or work setting. 
• All states and territories must be represented. 
• The sample must include those working with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. 
• Participants will be limited to Australia because: 
o The significance of culture and local food supply (including agriculture) on 
understanding and interpretation of food literacy is unknown but likely to exist.  By 
limiting the study to Australia, we will control for these variables. 
o As this area of research is largely conceptual, it is prudent to first focus on a 
nationally informed scope of meaning. 
Selection of participants 
Multiple strategies were used to populate the sampling matrix with individuals who most would 
consider experts in their field.  The process began with a brain storming of individuals known to the 
researcher in her 15 years practice as a nutritionist.  Potential participants were also individually 
brainstormed with colleagues who had worked with nutrition, production, industry, welfare, 
gastronomy and education sectors.  Indigenous colleagues working in Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander health were also consulted.  The inclusion of these initial potential participants was 
validated by reviewing their publication and work history.  Where an expert could not be identified, 
snowball sampling was used.  Snowball sampling was used in two ways.  Colleagues e.g. co-authors, 
of identified experts were investigated, and during interviews participants were asked for names of 
other individuals which they consider “experts” in the field.  This second strategy was also used to 
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validate the selection of existing participants.  Participants were primarily selected for their 
experience and expertise; however where multiple people met the criteria, selections were made 
according to diversity and national representation.  Where it was thought interest in participation 
might be low, more than one expert was identified.  This method of sampling did not aim to select 
participants that were necessarily representative of food experts but rather, examples of food 
experts. 
Instruments 
The Food Literacy Delphi Study consisted of three rounds and took place from November 2010 to 
March 2011.   
Round one 
Round one interview questions were piloted face-to-face with four local nutritionists known to the 
researcher.  Interview questions were amended following piloting and an interview script sheet was 
developed (see appendix 1).  All interviews were conducted the researcher.  The interview consisted 
of nine open-ended questions.  Questions one to four examined possible components of food 
literacy, their relationship to nutrition and the applicability of health literacy frameworks, questions 
five to seven examined the term “food literacy” and questions eight and nine were used to identify 
key people and work.  Interviews also included an unstructured component which allowed the 
interviewer to explore themes that emerged during the interview process. The majority of 
interviews were conducted in the QUT Institute of Health and Biomedical Innovation (IHBI) 
Computer Assisted Telephone Interviews (CATI) laboratory, recorded using X-Lite program and 
transcribed by an external transcribing service. On seven occasions this equipment was not available 
and the interviews were conducted on speaker phone in a private room and recorded using a digital 
voice recorder.  Participants were specifically informed when this was the case. Notes were also 
taken during the interview to document particular themes and ideas emphasised by the participant.  
Identifiable data was only seen by the primary researcher.   
All participants were initially contacted by phone.  When the participant was not available by phone, 
an email was sent which indicated a follow up phone call would be made.  Once the researcher had 
explained the objectives of the study and clarified any other components for the potential 
participant, an email was sent which documented study details including the sampling matrix and 
QUT ethics participant information sheet (see appendix 2).  Response to this email was taken as 
consent.  Participants were then contacted to schedule an interview time.  Participant responses 
remained anonymous throughout the Delphi study, although they were aware that their de-
identified responses could be presented to the group as a whole in the subsequent round.   
Interviews were conducted from 8 November 2010 to 11 January 2011, with all interviewees being 
informed that round two would not take place until the last week of January 2011.  All participants 
were sent a reminder email in the week before Christmas which also informed them of the 
availability of their interview transcript.  Round one interviews were de-identified and thematically 
coded in NVIVO.  Categories for coding were developed as they emerged from the data.  Ten percent 
of the sample or one interview from each professional group category was additionally coded by the 
principal supervisor and crossed checked for consistency.  All coded phrases were then reviewed to 
further examine themes and develop the second round survey.   
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Round two 
The second round survey was piloted in Word format with feedback provided by phone.  Round two 
surveys were emailed on 30 January 2011 using Key Survey (see appendix 3).  The survey consisted 
of ten questions; questions one to five sought views on the term food literacy and its overall 
definition, questions six to eight sought views on possible prerequisites and components.  
Participants were asked to rate each potential component as “irrelevant”, “core” (need to know) or 
“desirable” (nice to know).  Questions nine and ten sought views on the context of food literacy.  
This included the relationship between food and nutrition. Participants were also sent a Word 
version of the survey, ethics information and contact details of the researcher for clarification 
purposes.  Participants were given 13 days to complete the survey. The survey took around thirty 
minutes to complete. 
Round three 
Round two survey results were analysed for consensus.  Consensus was defined a priori as at least 
75%.  According to the original research design all statements with less than 75% agreement would 
be represented to the group in round three (refer to Figure 1).  However as levels of consensus were 
quite low and participant fatigue was significant, these levels were changed in the interest of 
maintaining a good response rate.  The round three survey (see appendix 4) took participants less 
than ten minutes and included only three questions.  The questions related to core components of 
food literacy, an overall definition for food literacy and an open-ended question inviting other 
comments on the study.  Potential components of food literacy from round two which over 75% of 
participants considered to be “core” were reported and excluded from the round three survey.  Of 
the remaining components, only those which 50-74% of participants considered to be “core” were 
re-presented.  All statements have been retained and will be reconsidered following the results of 
the young people’s study. Non-respondents to round two were not included in round three.   
Analysis 
All round one interviews were qualitatively analysed using a constructivist grounded theory 
approach (Charmaz, 2005).  Interview data was initially coded using themes that emerged from the 
data.  Coding consistency between researchers was good.   These themes were predominantly used 
to develop the second round survey.  Interviews were again reviewed, in both the audio and written 
form, at the end of the final Delphi round.  This iterative analysis examined themes and their 
relationship to each other and enabled the development of a theoretical concept of the meaning of 
food literacy, its components and relationship to nutrition.  
A Grounded Theory method of analysis was chosen as it uses the empirical data, the interviews, as 
the starting point for theory development (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  Constructivist grounded theory 
recognises and acknowledges that all research and researchers exist within an environment of pre-
existing ideas, experiences and values which are difficult to completely exclude from the research 
process (Charmaz, 2005).  This was particularly appropriate given that this study is funded by 
Queensland Health, with the specific purpose of informing practice and investment to improve 
nutrition. 
Round two and three surveys were quantitatively analysed for overall frequency and distribution of 
responses.  Fishers exact test was used to examine the extent to which responses varied according 
to work settings and sectors and nutritionists and non-nutritionists.  This analysis was limited due to 
small numbers.   
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Results 
Participants 
Round one 
Fifty-two people were contacted to participate in the study.  Of these, 43 participated (response rate 
82.7%).  Four of the nine non-participants recommended alternative experts who when contacted 
agreed to participate in the study.  Two of the non-participants consented but did not present at the 
time of interview and were unavailable to re-schedule.  None of the three celebrity chefs that were 
contacted agreed to participate. In addition, there were five people who were identified as 
prospective experts but were unable to be located. 
Participants came from all Australian States and Territories and included two people whose work 
specifically focused on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.  Twelve participants (28%) were 
male and 31 (72%) were female.  This is indicative of the gender balance of the sectors sampled. All 
sectors participated in the study.  Within these sectors, all work settings were represented except 
policy in gastronomy, food production and welfare.  In these settings, it was difficult to identify 
potential participants as using and understanding food was not a focus of existing policy.  This was 
the most difficult setting in which to find people with several years experience.  Table 2 details 
round one participants by sector and work setting. 
Table 2: Round one participants by sector and work setting 
Sector 
Work setting 
Research Practitioner Policy Advocate total 
Education 2 1 2 1 6 
Food industry 1 4 1 3 9 
Food Production 2 2 0 2 6 
Gastronomy 3 2 0 1 6 
Nutrition 4 3 2 1 10 
Welfare 2  3 0 1 6 
Total 14 15 5 9 43 
 
Several “experts” fulfilled a number of work setting criteria. In this scenario, they were categorised 
according to the main perspective which the interviewer was interested in or for which they were 
best known.  Of the 43 participants, 20 were nutritionists (refer to Table 3).  This was difficult to 
avoid, as in many sectors, food “business” was automatically assigned to the nutritionist.   
Table 3: Number of nutritionists participating in round one by sector and work setting 
Sector Work setting 
Research Practitioner Policy Advocate 
Education 0 0 0 0 
Food industry 1 3 1 2 
Food Production 0 1 0 0 
Gastronomy 0 0 0 0 
Nutrition 4 3 2 1 
Welfare 0 2 0 0 
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Examples of round one participants include food sociologists and historians, peak agriculture body 
representative, high profile cookbook author, school curriculum writers, text book authors, food 
related welfare representatives, nutrition policy writers, nutritionist working in Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander group in remote setting, sustainable food advocate, national food retail decision 
maker and nutritionist working with refugees. 
The interview duration ranged from 19-61 minutes.  Having the research funded by Queensland 
Health but conducted by a university was beneficial.  The neutrality of the university encouraged and 
allowed participants to more freely comment on a range of issues that they may not have been able 
to had the research been conducted by the Health Department.  However, participation rates and 
interest was enhanced by the Health Department involvement and the sense that findings would 
inform practice and investment. 
Round two 
Thirty-four participants (79.1%) responded to the round two survey.  Respondents come from all 
sectors, work settings, states and territories and include people working with Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander people (Table 4).  As in round one, most were female (76.4%).  A slightly greater 
proportion of nutritionists responded to round two than round one (46.5% round 1, 55.9% round 2).   
Table 4: Round two participants by sector and work setting 
Sector 
Work setting 
Research Practitioner Policy Advocate total 
Education 2 0 1 1 4 
Food industry 1 3 1 3 8 
Food Production 1 1 0 1 3 
Gastronomy 3 2 0 0 5 
Nutrition 3 3 2 1 9 
Welfare 1 3 0 1 5 
Total 11 12 4 7 34 
 
This survey took around thirty minutes to complete.  It was predominantly conducted using an 
online survey.  Within the online survey, rules had been set to ensure all compulsory sections were 
completed before the survey could be lodged.  This added to the completion time as participants 
went back to check responses.  As the survey was so long, participants found this process tedious.  
This may have affected response rates in round three as participants had already invested 
considerable time in the study and the experience may not have been positive.   
Round three 
Only those who participated in round two were invited to participate in round three.  Of the 34 
people participating in round two, 24 participated in round three (70.6%).  They came from all 
sectors and work settings, all states and territories and included people working with Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander people (refer to Table 5).  Most were female (66.7%) and just over half were 
nutritionists (52.4%).  Of the fifty-two people originally contacted to participate in the Delphi study, 
46.2% completed all three rounds.   
 
 
15 
 
 
Table 5: Round three participants by sector and work setting 
Sector 
Work setting 
Research Practitioner Policy Advocate total 
Education 2 0 0 1 3 
Food industry 1 2 1 2 6 
Food Production 1 0 0 1 2 
Gastronomy 2 1 0 0 3 
Nutrition 2 2 1 1 6 
Welfare 1 3 0 0 4 
Total 9 8 2 5 24 
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Key Findings 
This mixed methodology study used the Delphi approach to explore the meaning and components of 
food literacy and its relationship to nutrition.  Round one was predominantly analysed qualitatively. 
Some of the emerging themes, particularly regarding the term “food literacy” and its potential 
components, were more rigorously examined in round two and round three surveys.  These surveys 
helped to quantify support and agreement.  The relationship between these themes was further 
considered following the final Delphi round when all data was re-examined.  Full results of rounds 
two and three are presented in the appendices. 
“Food Literacy” as a term  
The term “food literacy” was not well understood by participants and their opinion of the term and 
its application varied. Round one interviews revealed that while most participants (69.8%) had heard 
the term “food literacy”, few used it. When asked what they understood it to mean, responses 
varied considerably and participants spoke of the ambiguity surrounding the term.  Respondents 
tended to interpret the term as related either only to language or to individual empowerment and 
control.  This is consistent with how the term “literacy” is interpreted in health literacy literature 
(Kirsch, 2001; Nutbeam, 2008).   
Interpretation 
The language of food 
Some respondents understood the term literacy to apply only to the language of food: 
R e a d i n g a b r o c h u r e i n a s u p e r m a r k e t , i t ’ s r e a d i n g r e c i p e s , i t ’ s r e a d i n g p a c k e t s , i t ’ s r e a d i n g
l
a b e
l
s , a n d i n t e r p r e t i n g t h a t i n f o r m a t i o n .
 
S p e a k i n g t h e
l
a n g u a g e o f f o o d a n d n u t r i t i o n .
Those participants who interpreted the term this way also discussed that this was not sufficient or 
particularly important in helping to choose healthy foods. 
Empowerment  
The majority of participants talked about control and empowerment in their understanding of the 
term. 
I t ’ s a b o u t p e o p
l
e h a v i n g a u t o n o m y t o m a k e w i s e a n d e t h i c a
l
c h o i c e s w h e r e p e o p
l
e a r e n o t
f e e
l
i n g d e p e n d e n t u p o n e x p e r t o u t s i d e r s t o t e
l l
t h e m w h a t i s a s a f e c h o i c e .
 
I t ’ s t h e s k i
l l
s e t t o n e g o t i a t e t h o s e c
l
a i m s r a t h e r t h a n j u s t d e f e r t o a s c i e n t i f i c e x p e r t o r a
n u t r i t i o n i s t o r j u s t d e f e r t o W o o
l
w o r t h s o r C o
l
e s t o t e
l l
u s e w h a t ’ s h e a
l
t h y t o e a t o r w h a t ’ s i n
s e a s o n .
 
17 
 
I t ’ s t h o s e k n o w l e d g e s k i l l s a n d a t t i t u d e s t o b e a b l e t o . . . w e l l . . . c a l l t h e s h o t s f o r t h e f o o d s
t h a t t h e y e a t .
This included elements of having control over food choice despite changes in environments and 
circumstances. 
B e i n g a b l e t o d o i t ( u s e f o o d ) i n d i f f e r e n t c o n t e x t s . . . b e i n g a b l e t o h a v e t h e f l e x i b i l i t y t o d o i t
i n a r a n g e o f s i t u a t i o n s a n d a r a n g e o f n e e d s a n d e v e r y t h i n g .
Respondents differed in whether this required a comprehensive understanding of all elements of 
food and eating or an elementary understanding.  Those that interpreted food literacy this way 
interpreted the term “literacy” to imply the essential nature of this knowledge and skills. This 
included themes of resilience and security. 
I t c o u l d g o f r o m a n y w h e r e f r o m c o o k i n g a n d f o o d p r e p a r a t i o n t o m a y b e , f o o d h e r i t a g e . Y o u
k n o w , w h e r e d i d t h i s f o o d o r i g i n a t e , w h a t p r o c e s s e s h a s i t g o n e t h r o u g h t o g e t t o y o u .
 
T h e r e ’ s t h e w h o l e b u s i n e s s o f b e i n g a b l e t o p r e p a r e f o o d , b e i n g a b l e t o c h o o s e f o o d , b e i n g
f l e x i b l e a b o u t f o o d , h a v i n g a n “ I ’ m s o s a v v y a b o u t f o o d ” f e e l i n g .
 
R e g a r d l e s s o f o u r a g e o r b a c k g r o u n d , w e a r e a l l c o n s u m e r s , w e a l l n e e d t o s h o p f o r f o o d , w e
a l l n e e d t o b r i n g i t i n t o o u r h o u s e a n d b e a b l e t o d o s o m e t h i n g w i t h i t .
 
T h a t a b i l i t y t o f u n c t i o n a l l y m e e t y o u r n e e d s i n t e r m s o f e v e r y d a y s t u f f .
 
I j u s t m e a n y o u n e e d t o b e l i t e r a t e t o r e a d , y o u n e e d t o h a v e s o m e f o o d l i t e r a c y t o r e a l l y
u n d e r s t a n d f o o d a n d m a k e f u l l u s e o f i t .
Some participants referred to food literacy being linked with enjoyment and pleasure. 
G e t t i n g e n j o y a b l e a n d n u t r i t i o u s f o o d o n a p l a t e .
 
B e i n g a b l e t o e m b r a c e t h e p l e a s u r e o f s p e n d i n g t i m e w i t h f o o d .
These statements were made in the context of the individual being confident, comfortable and 
empowered enough to make food choices that they found positive and satisfying.  Irrespective of 
their interpretation of the term, participants implicitly and explicitly discussed the need to reclaim 
control and choose foods in a more self-determined way. 
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A definition 
To establish an agreed meaning for food literacy, key themes from round one were presented to 
participants in round two in the form of twelve possible definitions (see appendix 3).  Participants 
were asked to rank order the three that they most agreed with.  To determine the most popular 
definitions, first, second and third ranked selections scored three, two and one points respectively.  
Where participants chose more than three definitions, no scores were recorded.  There were 28 
valid responses.  The three most popular definitions were then re-presented in round three (see 
appendix 4 and Figure 3.).  Participants were also given the option of not selecting any of these.  The 
most popular response (45.8%) following round three was definition “a”. 
 
 
Response to the term 
Only 37% of round one participants liked the term “food literacy”.  Negative impressions of the term 
included that it: 
is elitist. 
is jargonistic. 
implies that food is so complex it requires an expert to explain it. 
does not logically describe what others might understand it to mean. 
(literacy) is an overused concept that does not have relevance for food. 
Those that liked the term thought it: 
is useful in describing the group of knowledge and skills.  
is more professional sounding than other terms and so therefore more likely to be taken 
seriously. 
implies a fundamental, lifeskills element.   
Thirteen statements regarding opinions of the term were presented to participants in round two 
(see appendix 3).  They selected all those they agreed with.  In this round more positive statements 
were chosen although most believed that the term is more useful in academic and policy setting and 
should not be used with the general public.  In considering the need for the term more believed that 
a )
 T h e r e l
a t i v
e
a b i
l
i t y t o b a s i c a
l l
y u n d
e r
s t a n d t
h e
n a t u
r e
o f f o o d a n d
h
o w i t i s i m p o
r
t a n t t o
y o u , a n d
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o w a b
l e
y o u a
r e
t o g a i n i n f o
r
m a t i o n a b o u t f o o d , p
r
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s s i t , a n a
l
y s
e
i t a n d a c t
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b) The capacity to implement positive strategies around food preparation and consumption that 
serves your body, lifestyles and wellbeing in a positive way. 
 
c) Being able to embrace the pleasure of spending time with food.  Being comfortable with the 
social, environmental, cultural and health aspects of food so you can negotiate through them 
when make food choices. 
Figure 3: Most popular definitions of food literacy following round two.  (Most popular definition following round 
three in bold)
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existing terms were inadequate in describing the totality of skills and knowledge and that there was 
a need to describe these collectively.   
Potential components of food literacy 
Round one participants were asked, what do you need to know and understand about food to be 
able to use it to meet your needs?  Additional questions related to cooking, nutrition knowledge and 
a continuum of food literacy were used to assist participants in more comprehensively considering 
what these components might be.  From piloting it was clear that participants varied in their 
familiarity with the term “food literacy” so it was not used until later in the interview.  Following 
qualitative analysis, eighty potential components emerged (see Figure 5).  These were grouped into 
eight domains of access, planning and management, selection, knowing where food comes from, 
preparation, eating, nutrition and language.  In round two, participants ranked each of these eighty 
components as either “irrelevant”, “core” (need to know) or “desirable” (nice to know).  The 
participants’ exact words were used to describe these components in order to retain their meaning.   
There was very little agreement on potential components in the second round survey.  Frequencies 
are reported in appendix 5.  Of the eighty possible components of food literacy presented, only six 
achieved a priori consensus definition of at least 75% (see Figure 4).  These components were also 
those which fewer participants considered “irrelevant”.  
 
 
Table 6 reports the distribution of “irrelevant”, “core” and “desirable” ratings.  Participants tended 
to rate components as either “core” or “desirable”.  Far fewer components were rated as 
“irrelevant”.  Those items which were most likely to be rated “irrelevant” were consistent with the 
items least likely to be rated “core”.  There were no components which met the consensus criteria 
for “irrelevant” or “desirable”.  The components which at least a third of respondents considered 
“irrelevant” are listed in order of highest votes in Figure 6. 
Table 6. Distribution of "irrelevant", "core" and "desirable" ratings (total possible votes =34) 
Descriptive statistic “irrelevant” “core” “desirable” 
Lowest number of votes for any one components 0 1  2 
Highest number of votes for any one component 17 29 22 
Mean 5.4 15.7 12.9 
Median 5 15 13 
1.2  Being able to access food through some source on a regular basis with very limited resources. 
2.7 Being able to choose foods that are within your skill set and available time. 
5.5 Knowledge of some basic commodities and how to prepare them. 
5.6 Knowing how to prepare some foods from all of the food groups, eg how to prepare meat, 
how to cook pasta, how to prepare vegetables and then there are spin offs from there. 
5.14 Being able to confidently use common pieces of kitchen equipment such as a stove top, oven, 
microwave, can opener and saucepans. 
5.18 Enough food hygiene and food safety so that you don’t poison anyone. 
 
Figure 4. Food literacy components which at least 75% of participants considered to be “core” from the eighty 
presented in round two. 
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1 .
 A c c e s s
1.1. Being able to find food anywhere, that you can eat. 
1.2. Being able to access food through some source on a regular basis with very limited resources. 
1.3. Knowing that some places are cheaper than others. 
1.4. Knowing how to access the shop, how to access the funds to purchase what you require and the 
knowledge in regards to if it’s not coming from a shop e.g. bush foods, aid agencies. 
1.5. Getting out in the garden and growing food, even if its herbs in a pot. 
1.6. Being critical of the food supply system and being able to advocate for improvements. 
2 .
 P l a n n i n g a n d m a n a g e m e n t
2.1. Looking forward about what you are going to be eating and how to access that. 
2.2. Planning ahead to make sure you meet your nutrition requirements. 
2.3. Knowing quantities of food to buy so that nothing’s wasted. 
2.4. The ability to handle and manage money. 
2.5. Knowing which foods fill your belly so that everyone has got something to eat.  What food goes 
the furtherest and costs the least. 
2.6. Being able to plan in terms of how long something’s going to take to prepare. 
2.7. Being able to choose foods that are within your skill set and available time. 
2.8. Consuming food in the context of the total responsibilities placed on individuals and also within 
families. 
2.9. Parenting skills; some sort of ability to talk to their family and say “no” and be able to moderate 
their intake. 
3 .
 S e l e c t i o n
3.1. Understanding how the foods that are grown influence the environment and how our food 
choices influence the environment and also the other way around.  How climate change is going 
to influence what we eat. 
3.2. Knowing the environmental, social and ethical consequences of the ways in which foods are 
produced, packaged and distributed. 
3.3. Knowing how to choose culturally and socially acceptable food.  So I’m not going to be 
stigmatised because I’ve chosen a particular food and not others. 
3.4. Being able to critically jdge advertisements, promotions, marketing and everything that’s coming 
your way. 
3.5. Having the critical skills so that when a new food comes onto the market you’re able to make an 
informed decision about it. 
3.6. Being able to judge the quality of raw and processed food which might include freshness and how 
does the price compare to other times in the year. 
3.7. Choosing native and seasonal foods in keeping with where you live  
B
e i n g a b l e t o r e a d f o o d l a b e l s
3.8. Knowing how to read the labels but also being able to read what’s not on the label 
3.9. Being able to read the nutrition information panel and how to use the per 100g versus the per 
serve column and compare. 
3.10. Being able to understand what the ingredient list means. 
3.11. Having enough English language literacy skills to understand what the food is. 
3.12. Being able to understand what’s in the product and how to store and use it. 
3.13. Being able to read the label and understand that information in context. 
 
Figure 5: Components of food literacy identified in round one and presented in round two (continues to following pages) 
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  4 .
 K n o w i n g w h e r e f o o d c o m e s f r o m
4.1. Getting down and dirty, experience food, plant it, grow it, harvest it, prepare it, eat it. 
4.2. Just being able to look at a processed food and know what’s in it so you might be able to 
categorise what it is. Being able to recognise what would have been the primary form of that 
food. 
4.3. Some knowledge of where the food came from and what resources were required for its 
production. Was this healthy, sustainable or ethical. 
4.4. Trusting your food supply. 
4.5. Knowing where your food was farmed. 
4.6. Being aware of the broader political, ecological and social contexts in which the food is grown. 
4.7. Having enough food preparation experience to know what might have gone into a food or dish. 
5 .
 P r e p a r a t i o n
5.1. Knowing how to prepare foods in a way that’s attractive and edible. 
5.2. Knowing what tastes and flavours go together. 
5.3. Knowing how to follow a recipe. 
5.4. Being able to make four to six meals by yourself that you can repeat week in week out.   
5.5. Knowledge of some basic commodities and how to prepare them.  
5.6. Knowing how to prepare some foods from all of the food groups, e.g. how to prepare meat, how 
to cook pasta, how to prepare vegetables and then there are spin offs from there. 
5.7. Knowing how to prepare the same foods that you have access to in different ways so that they’re 
interesting. 
5.8. Having a whole repertoire of skills so you can try more adventurous recipes, make up your own 
recipe or cooking style, adapt things to suit your preferences and equipment. 
5.9. Being able to pull a meal together that might consist of four or five different parts e.g. a baked 
dinner. 
5.10. Being able to prepare foods in the most efficient manner. 
5.11. Being able to prepare a meal for two to six people without any difficulty. 
5.12. Knowing how to stretch food if more people come over or are staying at your house. 
5.13. Being able to conceptualise what you want to put together. 
5.14. Having knife skills. 
5.15. Being able to confidently use common pieces of kitchen equipment such as a stove top, oven, 
microwave, can opener and saucepans. 
5.16. Knowing a few little short cuts so you can prepare food without it taking much time. 
5.17. Being able to substitute with alternatives if what you want is unavailable. 
5.18. Enough food hygiene and food safety so that you don’t poison anyone. 
5.19. Knowing how to store food to optimise its value and quality. 
5.20. How to dispose of waste in an environmentally considerate manner. 
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  6 .
 E a t i n g
6.1. Being able to join in, sit down and eat in a social way. 
6.2. Interacting with food and being able to eat in a way that doesn’t restrict you being able to be 
part of a group 
6.3. Knowing what food transports well and how to pack it so it still looks appetising when you’re 
going to eat it. 
6.4. Being willing to try an unfamiliar food 
6.5. Knowing principles for everyday eating: only eat when you’re hungry, try and get some routine, 
slow down, eat consciously and reflectively, and be more contemplative about what you’re doing 
and how you’re relating to the world. 
7 .
 N u t r i t i o n
7.1. Just what’s healthy and what’s not. 
7.2. Understand the overall message of a food selection guide such as the dietary pyramid or plate. 
7.3. Knowing that all foods are good.  It’s just the amounts you eat them in.  So you need to know 
about portions and frequency. 
7.4. Knowing how to categorise foods into the Food Groups, that you need generally some of each 
every day and what sort of proportions to eat them in. 
7.5. Knowing the composition of Food Groups, e.g. meats give you iron and protein.  
7.6. I don’t want to be locked into saying Food Groups, but knowing what are the components for a 
healthy basic diet. 
7.7. Understanding the Australian Dietary Guidelines. 
7.8. Understanding of what a diverse diet looks like and why it is important from a health and 
ecological perspective.  It doesn’t make sense to get our foods from a limited number of 
agricultural sources or limited number of corporate actors. 
7.9. Understanding how to translate the Australian Dietary Guidelines into food and food habits 
7.10. Being aware of the role of fats, proteins, carbohydrates and so on. 
7.11. Knowing what your food is made up of in terms of nutrients and how they all interact. 
7.12. Knowing that you need vitamins and minerals in certain quantities and what foods they are in. 
7.13. Knowing about different requirements for different stages of life. 
7.14. Knowing the specifics of nutrition recommendations e.g. how much fat is too much fat, what does 
low salt mean on a label. 
7.15. Understanding the interaction between food and physical activity, and monitoring that by looking 
at their body composition. 
7.16. Being aware that you have unique individual requirements and understanding how food effects 
your body when you look at your blood results etc. 
7.17. Understanding how your body functions so you can understand how to fuel it or feed it.  Not just 
nutrition but satiety, sensory factors, things like that. 
7.18. Understanding how a particular food might interact with your physiology and what the 
implications might be if you have a diet-related disease. 
8 .
 L a n g u a g e
8.1. Being able to communicate around food, be able to articulate and explain things about it. 
8.2. Knowledge of terminology, so that they can e.g. follow recipes, read labels, make consumer 
choices.  Read stuff in popular magazines and know that you can follow the terminology.  
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1.6 Being critical of the food supply system and being able to advocate for improvements. 
1.5 Getting out in the garden and growing food, even if its herbs in a pot  
7.16 Being aware that you have unique individual requirements and understanding how food effects 
your body when you look at your blood results etc.  
4.5 Knowing where your food was farmed.  
4.1 Getting down and dirty, experience food, plant it, grow it, harvest it, prepare it, eat it.  
 
 
 
 
Rather than re-present the 74 remaining components in round three as determined a priori, only 
those items which between 50 and 74% of respondents considered core were included in the final 
survey (see appendix 3).  In this survey, participants were asked to select only those components 
which they believed to be “core”.  The response to each of these components is presented in the 
appendix 6.  Of the twenty eight items re-presented in round three, only one was considered to be 
core by more than 75% of respondents.  This item was: 
3.12 Being able to understand what’s in the product and how to store and use it. 
 
Profession, sector and setting comparisons 
Round two results were analysed to determine if the views of nutritionists (across all sectors and 
settings) were significantly different to those of non-nutritionists.  Components which nutritionists 
rated significantly differently to non-nutritionists are presented in Figure 7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Although the study was too small to calculate statistically significant differences in responses 
between sectors or work settings, frequency tables tend to indicate that there was little difference.  
The sector which most commonly differed was the welfare sector, however this was minimal.  
Qualitative analysis of interviews showed the food industry sector differed from others in that it was 
less interested in what people should do and more interested in gaining a better understanding what 
1.4 Knowing how to access the shop, how to access the funds to purchase what you require and the 
knowledge in regards to if it’s not coming from a shop e.g. bush foods, aid agencies.(p=0.02.  more 
nutritionists rated this as core) 
2.1 Looking forward about what you are eating and how to access that (p=0.047 more nutritionists rated 
this as desirable) 
2.4 The ability to handle and manage money (p=0.024 more nutritionists rated this as core) 
7.16 Being aware that you have unique individual requirements and understanding how food effects your 
body when you look at your blood results etc. (p=0.027 more nutritionists rated this as irrelevant) 
7.18 Understanding how a particular food might interact with your physiology and what the implications 
might be if you have a diet-related disease. (p= 0.003 more nutritionists did not rate this as core) 
Figure 7: Food literacy components which nutritionists rated significantly differently in round two from a total of 80 
components. 
Figure 6: Food literacy components which at least a third of round two participants considered “irrelevant” from the 
eighty possible components presented in round two. 
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they currently do.  In other words not necessarily interested in behaviour change but rather 
interested in how they can better meet the needs of that behaviour.  
Cooking 
Given that food literacy is often simplified to cooking, round one participants were specifically asked 
about cooking; if it was essential and why, and if nutrition needs could be met without it.  The large 
majority (79%) believed nutrition needs could not be met without knowing how to cook.  
Participants acknowledged that cooking could be broadly defined but were not referring to complex 
cooking.  These quotes are examples of attitudes and reaction to cooking.  Participants were keen to 
highlight that food literacy needed to be about more than cooking, although clearly it was an 
essential part.  
 
I think a lot of people are also a bit intimidated by it (cooking) and I’m sure that these 
last few weeks that the 12 year old children hasn’t really helped that situation 
because what they’ve been watching on television (Junior Masterchef)  is, I could 
almost call it a lie.  You know, the behind the scenes goings on can make a 12 year 
old present that sort of food is enormous.  We’re not watching real time television 
there.  And so, in effect, they are passing off something that is not truthful.  But if you 
are a 25 year old, you don’t have any good cooking skills or worse, you’re a 35 year 
old with children already, and you don’t have good cooking skills already, and then 
you look at that and think, “God, I’m never going to do what that 12 year old did so 
why would I bother?”  It’s actually quite defeatist in many ways.  
 
They really do feel like they’re cooking, but the consumers that use those products 
(packet sauces) and I may feel like they’re doing a shortcut but they really believe 
they’re cooking and they do by adding their own ingredients as well.  ……. Which is 
why I think it’s unrealistic to expect people to cook from scratch, they believe they 
are cooking from scratch. 
 
I don’t think you have to do it (cooking) all the time; I don’t have a problem with 
people who do use takeout on occasion, and whatever else, or more than occasion, I 
do.  But I’m able to know what will taste nice, and what will be reasonably good for 
me, and so on, in part, because I know how to cook, I think. 
 
The breadth of cooking skills was represented in the “preparation” domain of the food literacy 
components in the round two survey (refer to Figure 5 and results in appendix 5).  This domain 
continued to be considered important in subsequent rounds.  When commenting on the importance 
of cooking, themes of security, choice, pleasure and empowerment emerged.  These are later 
discussed more broadly as mechanisms for the link between food literacy and nutrition. 
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Relating food literacy to nutrition 
The relationship between food literacy and nutrition is indirect.  Participants talked about food 
literacy in terms of providing security and certainty, improving choice and making eating more 
pleasurable.  It is proposed that the extent to which food literacy could do this may be mediated by 
the food supply and the individuals’ values.  Participants talked about the relative importance of 
components of food literacy being dependent upon these mechanisms and mediators.  The level of 
nutrition outcome being sought may also impact on the relative importance of proposed 
components.    A conceptual model has been developed, from the findings of this study, to help 
illustrate these relationships (refer to Figure 8).  Individual aspects of the model are likely to be 
contextually defined.  The components of food literacy are represented by the domains which 
emerged from the study.  These domains, together with the model overall, will be re-examined for 
its application to young people in the second study. 
Mechanism 
Participants tended to discuss the way in which knowing and understanding how to use food 
improved nutrition, in three key ways.  It improved nutrition by giving people more choice and 
consequently less restricted by their environment and resources.  It improved nutrition by making 
healthy foods more pleasurable and so more likely to be eaten and it improved nutrition by 
improving food security in providing greater certainty.  These three mechanisms were all considered 
in the context of empowering the individual and providing more control over food and eating.   
Food choice 
Choice was conceptualised into two ways by participants.  The first related to individualism, the right 
to exercise choice and establish one’s own goals and needs.  The second related to the proliferation 
of food choices and the need to make sense of these.  This second interpretation is linked with food 
security and certainty.  These constructs presented a paradox in that several participants talked 
about food literacy being needed now more than before due to the increase in the number and 
diversity of foods in our contemporary food supply.  In contrast, others discussed the limited 
number of healthy choices. 
what I’m thinking about in all this is to give people the option to be able to prepare 
their own food, rather than having to buy it pre-prepared.  I certainly, see people who 
are in that situation, who really have so few skills that they feel they have to go out 
to the pub if they want to have a hot meal.  They don’t feel confident or skilled or 
whatever to do it themselves. 
 
obviously, you can have a perfectly adequate diet and healthy diet restricting yourself 
to what you might regard as a classical Anglo-English type cuisine, but, I wouldn’t 
think that that indicated the highest level of food literacy, if that’s what you were 
restricted to. 
 
It was much easier before we were so sophisticated with the food products that are 
out there in the supermarket, because the majority of people still shop in a 
supermarket and are faced with a barrage of, as you know, breakfast cereals and 
dairy and yoghurts and ice-creams.  And because everything’s fortified and we’re 
2
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taught nutrients, it’s difficult for kids to think, “Oh, I can get my calcium from orange 
juice, or I can get my –.“  It’s not easy to teach.  It’s much harder to teach.  So I think 
we’ve got the challenges.  It’s more challenging for us now, I think, than ever before, 
from a nutrition point of view, to help people get through the myriad of information.  
Pleasure  
Pleasure was conceptualised broadly.  It ranged from taste, flavour, contentment, satisfaction and 
accomplishment.  It included pleasure in healthy eating. 
So you’re less likely to – and this is really my personal opinion, but I just feel that 
you’re less likely to eat bad food, because you know what good food tastes like. 
 
I think generally people are more concerned about what they eat and a greater 
emphasis on wellness; how different people actually act to that may vary but I think 
there’s a common theme that people want to be healthier.  Fruit and vegetables still 
resinates I believe with a greater majority of people of the first step to wellness and 
then obviously there’s a lot of sub-steps around the, what we called food that’s good 
for me.  So that could be for some people organic product, it could be free range, it 
could be more natural. 
 
food that you genuinely like and that you’re genuinely happy with.  If that is just a 
simple lamb chop and some steamed vegetables, that’s fine.  That’s a fabulous meal.   
 
It was noted that often, however, nutrition is not associated with pleasure and that other 
sectors perform much better in this domain. 
 
I think nutrition – I think it’s the most boring word on earth.  I don’t know that we’ve 
got to invent a new word but it’s not a sexy word, there’s no doubt about it.  You 
know, it’s an instructional word.  It’s an institutionalised word and when you hear the 
word, I don’t think it rings bells and says my gosh, we’re going to have a jolly good 
time.  You know, it just doesn’t have that feel about it unfortunately, so I think that in 
a way the less that word is used the better. 
 
Food security 
Food security is defined by the Food and Agricultural Organisation as “where people, at all times, 
have physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food which meets their 
dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life”(Commodity Policy and Projections 
Service, 2003).  This definition demonstrates that both choice and pleasure are relevant to both the 
food secure and the food insecure.  Food security is interpreted in many ways at the individual, 
household, community and national level.  This mechanism predominantly examined the construct 
of certainty, which was more significant for those who were food insecure but could also be 
interpreted more broadly.  
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I guess around the issue of choice I could comment, you know, and I would agree that 
much of the definition, if you like, crudely of what constitutes poverty is around the 
levels of choice that people are able to exercise.   
 
For people that are disadvantaged or have less resources at their fingertips, I guess 
there will be choices that they have to make.  And I guess prioritising different – 
there’s competing demands in people’s lives and for disadvantaged people, there’s a 
host of – you know, the competing demands are even higher but to some degree, 
some level, basic level of food skills will assist, I would have thought, in procuring 
food and making do with what is at hand. 
In the context of food security, food literacy is conceptualised as providing greater resilience and 
resistance to changing economic and social changes.  It helps to protect diet quality.  This could also 
be interpreted as giving a greater degree of certainty around food. 
Sector differences 
While sectors did not particularly differ in their identification of possible components of food 
literacy, they did vary in why they thought it was important and how it might relate to nutrition.  The 
education and welfare sectors tended to talk about themes of resilience and certainty, the 
gastronomy and food industry sectors had a greater focus on pleasure, the production sector talked 
more about choice and the nutrition sector discussed security and choice.  For several of these 
sectors these mechanisms are an end point in themselves.  They represent where the expertise and 
core business of these sectors lie.
Mediators 
The extent to which food literacy is related to nutrition appears mediated by values and the food 
supply or food environment.  Some respondents discussed these in terms of “pre-requisites” or 
“facilitators”.  It may also influence the relative importance of food literacy components.  For 
example for the food insecure young mother knowing how to stretch food further might be more 
important than understanding where food comes from.  The chef who values taste and appearance 
over health may have high food literacy but this will have little impact of his nutrition.  This link with 
values and food supply gives us a clue as to where food literacy might be positioned within broader 
food and nutrition systems.  It is important to locate food literacy within broader systems.  
Politically, agendas such as food literacy can be interpreted as placing the blame and responsibility 
for nutrition on the individual and divert attention away from where well established causes and 
determinants lie.  These mediators are very important for program planning and evaluation.  They 
will determine the extent to which food literacy can influence nutrition. 
Values 
An extremely broad range of values were discussed by participants.  The breadth of values is 
reflective of the complexity of food in our society.  In addressing food literacy, the practitioner needs 
to consider the values of their clients in planning, implementation and evaluation. 
So it really depends on the resources that people have and other aspects as well.  
Whether they’re highly motivated, and their values surrounding food, whether 
they’re willing to improve their food skills because they value their nutrition, or they 
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value aspects of, say, vegetarianism, or they have particular ethical views about 
food, and that they should eat organic food.  Now, sometimes, by having these sorts 
of values, they can be motivators for people wanting to improve their food skills.  
 
a lot of them appear not to value it, because a lot of young people think they’re 
invincible and they don’t recognise what harm they’re doing to their body.  So I think 
a positive attitude towards health is important.  I think a positive attitude towards 
being able to learn new things and that they can do things.  
My friend, the chef, who uses loads of butter and loads of salt in everything that she 
does because she’s focusing on the taste rather than – and so it’s about what’s of 
value in there.  So that’s a personal values thing because she probably does know, 
nutritionally, what’s balanced but she likes the taste.
All right, I’ll focus more then on young people themselves in which case the scope is, 
probably, in terms of a continuum from absolutely no knowledge whatsoever and a 
desire not to have any knowledge, an active desire not to have any knowledge.  
Because having that knowledge would seen to be some form of control from people 
that they don’t trust and if I give over that sense of control to people I don’t trust 
then I become vulnerable.  Though, you’re almost talking about an anti-knowledge, 
through to the other end of the spectrum is someone who has a sense of their social 
collateral being connected in with their body who have received previous experiences 
that have been positive in relation to adults who see healthy food and nutrition as 
being valuable.  
 
I mean for example, if I look at my parents who are in their mid 80s, they have a 
structured meal pattern that’s based on you know, sort of cooking most of it 
themselves, that they’ve done most of their lives.  And they eat a very healthy diet 
based on lots of fruit and vegetables and sort of lean meat and you know, bread and 
breakfast cereals.  I don’t think that they would be at that more complex end of food 
literacy but they believe that it’s really important and they think health is very 
important and they’ve lived you know, active lives based on you know, sensible 
healthy eating.  And I think that, that’s because they grew up in an environment 
where that was the habit and the culture. 
Values are important in targeting and engaging population groups.  They are what an individual or 
community considers important or desirable.  They may be considered a set of standards.  Values 
may align with the mechanisms of certainty, choice and pleasure and so interventions may be better 
delivered by sectors other than health.  Nutrition can be a silent by-product of efforts by these 
sectors.  The relative importance of food literacy domains will be influenced by these values.  Values 
may also change as people transition and respond to change for example when becoming a parent.  
Values are intrinsic to identity.  Values are a difficult mediator to change.  Understanding a 
community or individual’s values are important for engagement.  This is particularly so for those that 
do not value health or nutrition. 
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Food supply 
Participants discussed food supply as the key determinant of nutrition and the irrelevance of 
food literacy when food supply was inadequate.  Others discussed the increased need for food 
literacy given the complexity of the food supply and how its relative importance depended on 
this complexity. 
 
I think if you’re a poor person, or you’re a person living in an area where you can’t 
get easy access to cheap, good, fresh products, which is actually a lot of people, then 
it’s going to be really hard.  
 
you had to get people housing ready was the terminology and one of the critical 
parts of that around what they call living skills was learning how to cook.  But I often, 
in my interviews and research with people experiencing homelessness, the majority 
of them found it very insulting and unnecessary.  And, in fact, their nutritional 
capacity among - most of them was quite good and in effect on par with the general 
community, their food literacy levels.  But again, it’s simply a question, as I said at 
the outset of the interview, that it’s their capacity to exercise their food literacy is 
diminished by their financial poverty.  Yeah, that was the governing factor, it wasn’t 
a lack of nutrition knowledge, it was a lack of money to execute that knowledge. 
 
we’ve been doing some research about what one would call the depression era 
Australians and what they ate, and this was prior to dietary guidelines, and they 
would describe their meat and three veg meals.  They’d describe a highly routinised 
diet without much going out to eat and very little use of convenience foods.  That 
generation, because of the local food environment that they inhabited with far less 
choice, they didn’t need to consciously have nutritional knowledge to eat well.  
 
Our skills in food production and have reduced and possibly the home influences 
around cooking have reduced and that’s happened at the same time that our food 
supply’s increased remarkably and become more complicated and trying to navigate.  
 
In public health nutrition plans, food literacy is most often categorised as a component of food 
supply.  Its relationship, however, is more likely to be multidirectional.  Improved food literacy 
improves individual food supply, however concurrently; the extent to which food literacy can 
influence nutrition is limited by the food available.  The relative importance of components of food 
literacy will also be influenced by the food supply, for example in a remote community with one 
store and typically poor quality fruits and vegetables, preparation or growing food may be more 
important. 
Nutrition outcomes 
Participants differed in what they thought was an important level of nutrition knowledge.  These are 
represented by the range of components listed in the nutrition domain in the round two survey 
(refer to Figure 5 for components and appendix 5 for results).  The nutrition end point differs 
depending upon the setting and context.  Many discussed overall broad nutrition goals, perhaps best 
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described as universal population wide wellbeing.  This included knowing the general proportions in 
which to eat foods and broad principles regarding foods to include and avoid for general good 
health.  These sort of broad goals are probably best articulated in Dietary Guidelines although most 
participants had limited familiarity with these nutrition tools and measures and so did not mention 
them specifically (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2003).  Food literacy was also 
considered with respect to its relationship to meeting food group serve recommendations and 
further to individualised nutrition needs for example when following a special diet (Kellett, Smith, & 
Schmerlaib, 1998; National Health and Medical Research Council, 2005).  The relative importance of 
food literacy components seemed to differ depending upon the nutrition endpoint being sought as 
did the mechanism through which nutrition would be improved.  It may be that the importance of 
each of these domains is relative to each other for example, if you do not prepare food from raw 
ingredients then the labelling aspects from the selection domain may be more important. 
Participants also discussed the need to explicitly focus on nutrition.  For most, it was acknowledged 
that nutrition was a specific component of food literacy and that it would not naturally follow if 
other domains were met.  Views varied as to why and to what extent this was important.  This was a 
function of the nutrition end point being sought. 
Thai’s don’t need nutrition science to tell them what is a healthy diet.  They, until very 
recently, have done it, because the traditional diet for them has been a healthy diet.  
I think the same pertains to Italy and to Greece where there have been their 
traditional diets, perhaps haven’t had the diversity that nutritionists would want.  
But, the reliance on fruit and vegetables and complex carbohydrate, I mean it’s 
fantastic.  So, there are many places in the world where the traditional diet is so lined 
up with now what nutrition science is saying, that you actually didn’t need the 
knowledge to eat healthily.  But, I think things have changed in all those countries 
and in Australia, with the rise of food offerings and the local – our local food 
environments have changed so dramatically, so that there’s food on every corner.  
 
I think back to the messages that we give out in nutrition, like, two serves of fruit a 
day, five serves of veg, no more than three or four meat meals per week, ideally two 
sorts of fish meals.  That really goes back to the planning and the access for people, 
that it’s not a matter of just selecting what’s on special, or perhaps what a family 
preference is, or people’s own preferences, but that you’d have to specifically be 
undertaking some sort of plan, really, to make sure that you’ve met those 
requirements.  
 
The Food Literacy Delphi study was significant in seeking the views of a diverse group of experts with 
interest and experience in health eating.  Non-nutritionists in particular expressed strong views on 
nutritionists and their impact on people’s relationship with food.  These views were often in conflict 
with how nutritionist participants described their role. 
Rather than constantly bombarding people with the latest nutrition science as X, Y 
and Z, because I think that that adds to this under confidence, this fear of food, this, 
look I don’t know what to do. (non-nutritionist) 
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I’ve got a very strong view, because for me, if you, let’s use the term good with food –
– if you grow your own vegetables, or buy from farmer’s markets, you go with the 
seasons, you cook just simply and beautifully, nutrition is just a by line for it.  (non-
nutritionist) 
 
we’re so confused, we’re so frightened.  That sends us into the embrace of 
commercial food providers and other food providers, because we say, “Oh, we can’t 
do it.”  And, for me, unless we reclaim that mastery over food, that ease with it, then 
we’re in deep trouble.  And that’s far more than ease and mastery over 
nutrients.(non-nutritionist) 
 
Well, I live in a world where the amount of nutrition information, misinformation 
overwhelms the nutritional information and it’s me just trying  to get a few people to 
get their heads above all the crap. (nutritionist) 
 
I think that there has been distortion of quantities and people I think have lost their 
way in terms of what is reasonable to eat, how often to eat certain foods. 
(nutritionist)  
 
I’m not at all in favour of professionalism but it strikes me that we actually are not 
able to effectively communicate to our colleagues what this nutrition stuff is about.  
Them appreciating that we’re not being exclusive or precious but that to sort of eat 
well and appropriately is complex.  But on the other hand I guess I don’t, I think that 
it’s complex largely because of all the, the messiness around eating in society at the 
moment. (nutritionist) 
Food literacy, and its various components were discussed as a mechanism or medium for discussing 
and developing an interest in nutrition in addition to being an end in itself.  For example, several 
participants discussed the success of Masterchef in getting people excited about food, finding out 
what is in food and where food comes from although it does not explicitly address nutrition. 
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Discussion 
This study explored the use and meaning of the term food literacy by Australian food experts, what 
its components might be and how they potentially relate to nutrition.  The Delphi methodology 
meant a diverse group of participants could be consulted as both individuals and as a group.  This 
methodology exposed participants to alternate view points, allowed them time to reconsider their 
responses and the extent to which they shared the views of others.  From this it was revealed that 
the understanding and use of the term “food literacy” varies.  There is limited agreement on its 
components and varying views on its relationship to nutrition.  Both appear highly contextual. The 
conceptual model of the relationship between food literacy and nutrition, derived from this study, 
tries to make sense of these varied viewpoints (refer to Figure 8). 
“Food literacy” as a term 
The Health Promotion Queensland tender offer used the following definition for food literacy 
(Queensland Government, 2009): 
The capacity of an individual to obtain, process and understand basic information 
about food and nutrition as well as the competence to use that information in order 
to make appropriate health decisions.(Kolasa, et al., 2001) 
The most popular definition from this study was: 
The relative ability to basically understand the nature of food and how it is important 
to you, and how able you are to gain information about food, process it, analyse it 
and act upon it. 
These definitions are similar in that they both focus on the individual and both involve similar 
constructs.  The nutrition context is explicitly noted in the first definition.  In the definition derived 
from this study, the dimensions of food that are important to the individual are not specified, and so 
nutrition might be more implicitly included.  This highlights an important theme of this study; the 
relative need to explicitly focus on nutrition, or rather, focus on a range of positive food outcomes 
which might better meet the values and needs of the individual but will simultaneously contribute to 
improved nutrition.  Food meets multiple needs.  It is when these come into conflict that it can be 
difficult to maintain diet quality. 
Health literacy frameworks were used to structure questions in round one. They had some relevance 
in helping to conceptualise food literacy but were of limited use in considering its relationship to 
nutrition.  The term was interpreted as relating to either language or empowerment.  This is 
consistent with how health literacy is used and conceptualised although the language application 
was much weaker for food literacy (Nutbeam, 2000; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development).  Food literacy was seen to have a continuum, however the “functional”, “interactive” 
and “critical” categories used in health literacy did not appear to have particular relevance 
(Nutbeam, 2000). It appeared that to meet nutrition recommendations one could remain at the 
“functional” end.  There were multiple continuums for food literacy around food security, choice and 
pleasure which related to a continuum of nutrition outcomes from universal wellbeing to specific 
special diet requirements.  The “irrelevant”, “core”, and “desirable” categories used in the second 
round could be used to populate these continuum.   
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Participants discussed the over-application of the literacy analogy; technological literacy, science 
literacy, financial literacy, and its intended meaning.  Concepts of language and empowerment are 
common across these contexts.  Perhaps the increased use of the term is a result of a world in which 
unlimited information is freely available; however the skills to interpret and use it are not.  In this 
environment, individuals are given the freedom but also the responsibility to make their own 
decisions.  “Literacies” are perhaps an attempt for various professional groups to support their lay 
peers to understand how to use this information.  This relates the mechanisms constructs of 
“security” and “choice” in the proposed model (Figure 8) 
Components of food literacy 
What people need to know and understand about food to use it to meet their needs appears to be 
largely contextual rather than a universal set of competencies that can be applied in all settings.  The 
views of food experts on what the core components might be were not linked to their work setting 
or sector but perhaps their individual values and beliefs and the values, beliefs, environments and 
needs of their clients.  Participants may have found it simpler to identify core components of food 
literacy when a particular context for example, a young person leaving the parental home, was 
applied.  However, not applying a context allowed exploration of mediators and mechanisms which 
are useful in considering the relationship between food literacy and nutrition. Care should be taken 
when interpreting the results of this study.  The relative importance of components will vary 
according to all other aspects of the model, particularly food supply, values and nutrition outcomes, 
that is, the context in which it is applied. 
The potential components of food literacy identified in this study are interesting to compare with 
nutrition policy and practice directives.  The Giessen Declaration, National Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Nutrition Strategy and Action Plan and the Commonwealth House of Representatives 
Inquiry into Obesity recommendations all list components which were identified by participants of 
this study (Commonwealth of Australia, 2009; International Union of Nutrition Sciences, 2005; 
Strategic Intergovernmental Nutrition Alliance, 2001).  These documents articulate some of the 
possible components of food literacy but not all, and are likely to have varied relevance depending 
on their context.   
The Health Promotion Queensland Tender specified the following parameters of food literacy 
(Queensland Government, 2009): 
• Selection/purchase of food 
• Preparation of food 
• Consumption of food 
• Food budgeting 
• Confidence to perform this work.(p 13) 
These parameters are encompassed within the domains that emerged from this study.  The tender 
also includes the following performance indicators for evaluation of interventions: 
• Fruit and vegetable consumption 
• Frequency of using basic ingredients for preparation of meals 
• Confidence in cooking 
• Buying less convenience foods 
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• Increased likelihood of tasting and experimenting with new foods 
• Increased awareness of food preparation and production.(p13) 
These performance indicators are perhaps reflective of the mechanisms of the relationship between 
food literacy and nutrition (refer to Figure 8).  These mechanisms will be further investigated in the 
study of young people.  The performance indicators are a mix of nutrition outcomes and impact 
measures.  This further highlights the need to explicitly document what is meant by improving 
nutrition and what mechanism will be used to achieve it.   
The food literacy and nutrition relationship 
The conceptual model of the relationship between food literacy and nutrition is a useful framework 
for discussion among practitioners.  While this study hoped to highlight that the importance of 
connecting with food extends well beyond nutrition, its focus was on exploring nutrition specifically.  
The model can be used to facilitate communication and guide research and investment. 
This model can guide evaluation frameworks and measures.  Components and values represent 
process evaluation; mechanisms represent impact level evaluation, and nutrition for outcome 
evaluation.  Mediators link food literacy into broader food, nutrition and health models.  So while a 
focus on food literacy may buffer the individual against a perverse environment that may act against 
healthy food availability, multi-strategic plans still need to continue to work towards influencing 
these environments.  Similarly social marketing and other awareness campaigns need to continue to 
address health values.  These are additional areas of influence for the health sector and should be 
addressed within multi-strategic planning.   
The mechanisms of security, choice and pleasure, are an endpoint in themselves for some sectors.  
Health’s role is to work in partnership with these sectors to extend their work to include a nutrition 
outcome.  In many cases, these sectors are better placed to address these mechanisms than health 
e.g. the use of the gastronomy sector to engage people in food literacy programs which promote 
healthy eating with a pleasure focus may be more successful than those programs being conducted 
within health care settings with a nutrition focus.   
It may be appropriate to consider different levels of nutrition end points and their application in 
practice across the health care continuum (refer to Figure 9(Queensland Health, 2007)).  Within 
Queensland Health this could be used to as a framework to inform a multi-strategic model of care 
for food literacy.  For example food literacy programs targeting the well population might aim for 
outcomes at the level of dietary guidelines and be the responsibility of Population Health Services, 
whereas those targeting the management of a chronic condition may focus on specific nutrients and 
be the responsibility of those working in acute, rehabilitation and extended care.  
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Well population At risk population Early identification 
and intervention 
Acute 
consequences and 
conditions 
Chronic 
consequences and 
conditions 
            Prevention, promotion and protection 
 
                                         Primary health care 
 
                                                                                               Ambulatory care 
 
                                                                                                                   Acute care 
 
                                                                                                                                   Rehabilitation and extended care 
 
Figure 9: Continuum of care and service responsibilities taken from Queensland Health Population Health Plan 
(Queensland Health, 2007) 
 
Limitations 
Purposeful selection is a characteristic the of Delphi method and as such has a strong researcher 
bias.  While care was taken to develop and document clear sampling criteria, the criteria and 
selection of individual participants may be biased.  Similarly, the categorisation of participants into 
sectors and work settings may have occurred differently with a different researcher.  In her study to 
identify the food skills for inclusion in secondary school education programs, Fordyce-Voorham 
interviewed home economics educators, dietitians and nutritionists, chefs, community educators, 
homemakers and young people (Fordyce Voorham, 2011). Parmenter and Wardle consulted 
dietitians and psychologists to develop their nutrition knowledge questionnaire (Parmenter & 
Wardle, 1999).  This variation in sample selection may reflect the varying purposes of these studies. 
This Delphi study began with telephone interviews.  Quotes from these interviews were used to 
form the second round survey to which participants registered their views.  This method was used to 
retain the interviewees intended meaning.  It is possible, however, that the interpretation of 
statements may have been difficult when taken out of the context of the interview.  Some 
statements included several themes which made registering agreement difficult.  These statements 
will need to be refined and clarified before they can be used more broadly.   
Conclusion 
The response rate for this study was good, particularly given the respondent burden (Keeney, et al., 
2006; Mitchell, et al., 2009; Ota, et al., 2007; Van der Bruggen & Groen, 1999).  Participants who 
took part in all three Delphi rounds spent over an hour participating.  Participants were high profile 
experts for whom this investment of time was particularly significant.  This high response rate was 
perhaps due to participants’ passion and commitment to food and people’s connection to it.  Many 
non-nutritionists had highly considered views on nutrition and had a significant career-long influence 
over what people know and understand about how to use food to meet their needs but their 
expertise had rarely been recognised by the health sector before.  They were keen to participate in 
the study and in progressing the food literacy agenda.  The participants were indicative of the 
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breadth of sectors and work settings with a vested interest in food literacy.  These sectors and 
settings should be included in developing a collaborative approach to address food literacy.  
Nutritionists need to be prepared to support rather than lead these partnerships. 
The study reinforces the perceived diversity in understanding and use of the term food literacy.  This 
has important implications for policy documents are interpreted and enacted (Commonwealth of 
Australia, 2009; Public Health Association of Australia, 2009; Queensland Public Health Forum, 
2009). It emphasizes the need for clear articulation and communication of nutrition outcomes and 
processes when planning and implementing interventions.  Work is also needed to promote the 
study findings, particularly regarding the use and understanding of the term.  This will begin to 
encourage broader discussion regarding this term and a greater consistency in its application in 
policy and practice. It will also facilitate communication, research and activity related to food 
literacy. 
By exploring the meaning of the term food literacy, its potential components and proposing a model 
for its relationship to nutrition, this study gives a useful framework for the two studies which follow 
in this Health Promotion Queensland project.  The food literacy Delphi study was the first of three 
studies funded by Health Promotion Queensland.  It is followed by a qualitative study of consumers 
using the case study of young people leaving their parental home for the first time.  The findings of 
these two studies will be used to review existing interventions.  The study of young people will 
provide the lay person’s perspective on what we need to know and understand about food to use it 
to meet needs.  This study will continue the exploration of potential components of food literacy and 
how they relate to nutrition but will not investigate the use and understanding of the term itself.  
The young people study is an important “test” of the conceptual model.  Examining the relevance of 
this model in a defined context is critical in determining its use.  This data from the young people 
study will be used to review and refine the conceptual model which aims to guide policy, practice 
and investment. 
  
38 
 
References 
 
Akins, R. B., Tolson, H., & Cole, B. R. (2005). Stability of response characteristics of a Delphi panel: 
application of bootstrap data expansion. BMC Medical Research Methodology, 5, 37-37. 
Begley, A., & Gallegos, D. (2010). Should cooking be a dietetic competency? Nutrition & Dietetics, 
67(1), 41-46. 
Brown, B. J., & Hermann, J. R. (2005). Cooking classes increase fruit and vegetable intake and food 
safety behaviors in youth and adults. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 37(2), 
104-105. 
Charmaz, K. (2005). Grounded theory in the 21st century. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage 
handbook of qualitative research (2 ed., pp. 507-535). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
Commodity Policy and Projections Service. (2003). Trade Reforms and Food Security. Rome: Food 
and Agricultural Organisation. 
Commonwealth of Australia. (2009). Weighing it up: obesity in Australia. Retrieved from 
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/haa/obesity/report/fullreport.pdf. 
Council of Australian Governments. (2008). National Indigenous reform agreement (Closing the Gap). 
Retrieved from 
http://www.coag.gov.au/intergov_agreements/federal_financial_relations/docs/IGA_FFR_S
cheduleF_National_Indigenous_Reform_Agreement.pdf. 
de Villiers, M. R., de Villiers, P. J. T., & Kent, A. P. (2005). The Delphi technique in health sciences 
education research. Medical Teacher, 27(7), 639-643. 
Devine, C. M., Farrell, T. J., & Hartman, R. (2005). Sisters in health: experiential program emphasizing 
social interaction increases fruit and vegetable intake among low-income adults. Journal of 
Nutrition Education and Behavior, 37(5), 265-270. 
Foley, R. M., & Pollard, C. M. (1998). Food Cent$ - implementing and evaluating a nutrition 
education project focusing on value for money. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public 
Health, 22(4), 494-501. 
Fordyce Voorham, S. (2011). Identification of essential food skills for skills-based healthful eating 
programs in secondary schools. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 43, 116-122. 
Gibson, F., Fletcher, M., & Casey, A. (2003). Classifying general and specialist children's nursing 
competencies. Journal Of Advanced Nursing, 44(6), 591-602. 
Government of South Australia. (2010). Priorities as at October 2010 to support Eat Well Be Active 
Health Weight Strategy for South Australia 2006-2010. 
39 
 
Government of Western Australia. (2011). Expression of Interest DOHEO106/10: Development and 
delivery of healthy promotion campaigns and programs in Western Australia. 
Hart, L., Jorm, A., Kanowski, L., Kelly, C., & Langlands, R. (2009). Mental health first aid for Indigenous 
Australians: using Delphi consensus studies to develop guidelines for culturally appropriate 
responses to mental health problems. BMC Psychiatry, 9(47). 
Holly Powell, K. (2004). Enhancing Delphi research: methods and results. Journal of Advanced 
Nursing, 45(5), 504-511. 
Hsu, C.-C., & Sandford, B. (2007). The Delphi techniques: making sense of consensus. Practical 
Assessment, Research and Evalaution, 12(10). 
International Union of Nutrition Sciences. (2005). The Giessen Declaration.   Retrieved 22 
September, 2010, from http://www.iuns.org/features/05-09%20NNS%20Declaration.pdf 
Keeney, S., Hasson, F., & McKenna, H. (2006). Consulting the oracle: ten lessons from using the 
Delphi technique in nursing research. Journal Of Advanced Nursing, 53(2), 205-212. 
Kellett, E., Smith, A., & Schmerlaib, Y. (1998). The Australian guide to healthy eating:background 
information for consumers. Retrieved from 
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/content/E384CFA588B74377CA256
F190004059B/$File/fd-cons.pdf. 
Kirsch, I. (2001). The international adult literacy survey (IALS): understanding what was measured 
(No. RR-01-25). Princeton, New Jersey: Eduational Testing Service: Statistics and Research 
Division. 
Kolasa, K., Peery, A., Harris, N., & Shovelin, K. (2001). Food literacy partners program: a strategy to 
increase community food literacy. Topics in Clinical Nutrition, 16(4), 1-10. 
Lyte, G., & Jones, K. (2001). Developing a unified language for children's nurses, children and their 
families in the United Kingdom. Journal of Clinical Nursing, 10(1), 79-85. 
Michaud, P., Condrasky, M., & Griffin, S. F. (2007). Review and application of current literature 
related to culinary programs for nutrition educators. Topics in Clinical Nutrition, 22(4), 336-
348. 
Mitchell, R. J., Williamson, A. M., & O'Connor, R. (2009). The development of an evaluation 
framework for injury surveillance systems. BMC Public Health, 9, 260-260. 
National Health and Medical Research Council. (2003). Food for health: dietary guidelines for 
children and adolescents in Australia. 
National Health and Medical Research Council. (2005). Nutrient reference values for Australia and 
New Zealand. Retrieved from http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/publications/synopses/n35syn.htm. 
40 
 
Nutbeam, D. (2000). Health literacy as a public health goal: a challenge for contemporary health 
education and communication strategies into the 21st century. Health Promotion 
International, 15(3), 259-267. 
Nutbeam, D. (2008). The evolving concept of health literacy. Social Science & Medicine, 67(12), 2072-
2078. 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. Adult Literacy.   Retrieved 28 May, 2010, 
from 
http://www.oecd.org/document/2/0,3343,en_2649_39263294_2670850_1_1_1_1,00.html 
Ota, S., McLimont, M., Carcao, M. D., Blanchette, V. S., Graham, N., Paradis, E., et al. (2007). 
Definitions for haemophilia prophylaxis and its outcomes: the Canadian consensus study. 
Haemophilia: The Official Journal Of The World Federation Of Hemophilia, 13(1), 12-20. 
Parmenter, K., & Wardle, J. (1999). Development of a general nutrition knowledge questionnaire for 
adults. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 53, 298-308. 
Prime Minister's Science Engineering and Innovation Council. (2010). Australia and food security in a 
changing world. Retrieved from http://www.chiefscientist.gov.au/wp-
content/uploads/FoodSecurity_web.pdf. 
Public Health Association of Australia. (2009). A Future for Food: addressing public health, 
sustainability and equity from paddock to plate. 
Queensland Government. (2009). Tender specification Offer number:HPQ 00.01/025. 
Queensland Health. (2007). Queensland Health Population Health plan 2007-2012. Retrieved from 
http://www.health.qld.gov.au/ph/documents/pdu/phplan.pdf. 
Queensland Health. (2011). Request for offer: CSU201011014 Engagement of a service provider to 
undertake a healthy lifestyle and food literacy pilot program. 
Queensland Public Health Forum. (2009). Eat Well Queensland: are we half way there yet?: midpoint 
implementation review: author. 
Socrates-Grundtvig. (2006). Savoury dishes for adult education and counselling: Food Literacy 
guidelines and toolbox. Vienna: European Commission. 
Soer, R., van der Schans, C. P., Groothoff, J. W., Geertzen, J. H. B., & Reneman, M. F. (2008). Towards 
consensus in operational definitions in functional capacity evaluation: a Delphi Survey. 
Journal Of Occupational Rehabilitation, 18(4), 389-400. 
Speight, S. L., Thomas, A. J., Kennel, R. G., & Anderson, M. E. (1995). Operationalizing multicultural 
training in doctoral programs and internships. Professional Psychology: Research and 
Practice, 26(4), 401-406. 
41 
 
Stanton, R. (2009, 6 May 2009). Food literacy and the environment.   Retrieved 17 March, 2010, 
from http://www.abc.net.au/rn/foraradio/stories/2009/2561532.htm 
Strategic Intergovernmental Nutrition Alliance. (2001). National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Nutrition Strategy and Action Plan. Canberra: National Public Health Partnership. 
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures and 
techniques (2 ed.). Thousand Oaks California: Sage. 
Stucki, A., Daansen, P., Fuessl, M., Cieza, A., Huber, E., Atkinson, R., et al. (2004). ICF Core Sets for 
obesity. Journal of Rehabilitation Medicine Supplement, 36(44), 107-113. 
Van der Bruggen, H., & Groen, M. (1999). Toward an unequivocal definition and classification of 
patient outcomes. Nursing Diagnosis: ND: The Official Journal Of The North American 
Nursing Diagnosis Association, 10(3), 93-102. 
Weigl, M., Cieza, A., Anderson, C., Kolleritis, B., Amann, E., & Stucki, G. (2004). Identification of 
relevant ICF categories in patients with chronic health conditions: a Delphi exercise. Journal 
of Rehabilitation Medicine, suppl 44, 12-21. 
Wrieden, W. L., Anderson, A. S., Longbottom, P. J., Valentine, K., Stead, M., Caraher, M., et al. (2007). 
The impact of a community-based food skills intervention on cooking confidence, food 
preparation methods and dietary choices - an exploratory trial. Public Health Nutrition, 
10(2), 203-211. 
 
 
  
42 
 
 
Appendix one 
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 1 
 
FOOD LITERACY DELPHI STUDY 
ROUND ONE: SEMI STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Introductory blurb: 
Hi, my name is Helen Vidgen.  I am a nutritionist working for QUT as a senior researcher on a Queensland Health funded 
project trying to answer the question “food literacy: what is it and does it influence what we eat?”  The consortia that 
formed to undertake this work includes people from health, welfare, education and community.  This research also 
forms part of my PhD.   
The idea for this research came about because nutritionists were noticing that what people know and understand about 
food and how to use it was getting in the way of them being able to take up healthy eating messages.  Many have 
developed programmes or resources which they intuitively think will help meet this need but would like to be more 
informed in their practice.  Once we’ve started to look into things, we’ve found that lots of different groups think food 
literacy is important but there isn’t agreement on what this term means, why it’s important and what it’s got to do with 
healthy eating.  This research has been funded to specifically look at food literacy and health, specifically in the context 
of disadvantaged young people as they transition from school to adulthood. 
The research plan we have developed is made up of 4 studies: 
 This one, which is a Delphi study of experts and key stakeholders from a range of sectors 
 Study 2 are qualitative interviews with young people about what knowledge and skills they use when feeding 
themselves 
 study 3: a review of existing work to address food literacy 
 and study 4 will be a quantitative study informed by these others to look at the link between food literacy and 
nutrition. 
A Delphi study is a survey that continues for a number of rounds until group consensus is reached.  The aim of this study 
is to come up with an agreed scope of meaning for “food literacy” which is informed by experts from a range of 
backgrounds involved in food.  This Delphi study will consist of three rounds in consideration of both time and response 
rates.   
The first round semi-structured interview will take around 30 minutes and, with your consent, will be tape recorded.  I 
will summarise your responses with you at the end of the interview should you wish to modify them.  The taped 
interview will be transcribed verbatim and your name will be taken off to de-identify you.  The results from this round 
will be thematically grouped and then anonymously presented to participants via an online survey to gauge level of 
agreement.  As much as possible we will try to keep the exact wording of your response so that we do not lose its 
meaning.  This second round which will ask participants to respond to statements using a scale.     
In round 3, those items with a high level of agreement (to either reject or accept) will be reported, alongside your 
individual responses to round 2.  You will be asked to respond again to statements to which there was low agreement.  
So the end of round three will yield a series of statements which participants agreed were within the scope of food 
literacy, those which they agreed were not within the scope, and those to which there was poor consensus.   All 
statements will be retained and reconsidered following results of work with the young people.  
The round 2 survey will be sent to you in the last week of January and round 3 will be sent three weeks after that. 
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 2 
 
At the end we hope to have a scope of meaning for the term food literacy that makes sense to experts, those working in 
the area and young people. 
  
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 3 
 
1. What do you think are the knowledge and skills needed to use food to meet an individual’s needs?   
PROMPTS: What do you need to be able to do and know about food to meet your needs?  You can be specific about 
these or think of them as domains.  what can someone who’s “good with food” do, what do they know? Processed 
foods, core foods. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 4 
 
 
2. Is this set of knowledge and skills different for meeting nutrition needs? If so how?   
PROMPTS:   Is it a larger/ broader set or a subset? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 5 
 
3. Does cooking have to be a part of this set of knowledge and skills? Why? 
PROMPTS:  is cooking an essential food skill? Can you meet your food needs without knowing how to cook?  Can you 
meet your nutrition needs without knowing how to cook? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 6 
 
4. Do you think there is a continuum or levels and if so how do they differ/ what are they made up of?   
PROMPT: for example, health literacy and conventional literacy talk about a continuum of “functional”, “interactive” and 
“critical”.  Do you think this is applicable? b) and if so how do they differ/ what are they made up of? what are the 
different things that people at different levels would be able to do? What would be base level? What are the 
fundamentals?  What is essential knowledge and skills?  Where’s the starting point? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 7 
 
5.  Food literacy is a term being used to describe this set of skills and knowledge.   Have you heard of the term 
“food literacy” and if so where and under what circumstances? What does the term “food literacy” to mean to 
you? PROMPT:  can put Q5,6,7 all together 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 8 
 
6. Do you think it’s a good term? Why? Why not?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 9 
 
 
7.  Do you think there is a better term to use than “food literacy”? what 
PROMPTS: there are a lot of terms that exist in the literature and in practice: food skills, meal preparation, cooking, 
food management.... do you think these are better terms or is there another that you have used or heard of that you 
think would be better?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 10 
 
8. You have been chosen an expert/key stakeholder in food literacy.  Are there any other people that you think 
should be interviewed for this study? PROMPT: Show sampling framework. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 11 
 
9. As a later part of this study we will be reviewing existing programs and interventions, are there any in particular 
that you would recommend we particularly look at? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviewee name: ______________________________________________ Date:    _________________________ Page 12 
 
Well that’s the end of the official questions.  I would like to now read through the questions and summarise your 
responses to confirm I have understood your answers correctly, please feel free to add or remove any part of your 
response as I do this. 
READ THROUGH 
Thank you very much for your time in participating in this study.  My next job is to summarise the interviews and collate 
them into themes to make up a survey.  The survey will be made up of a series of statements which you will be asked to 
respond to using a likert scale.  This will be sent to you electronically in the last week of January.  This will form the 
second round of the Delphi study.  The final round will be made up of the results of this second round.   So the end of 
round three will yield a series of statements which participants agreed were within the scope of food literacy, those 
which they agreed were not within the scope, and those to which there was poor consensus.   All statements will be 
retained and reconsidered following results of work with the young people.  
At the end we hope to have a scope of meaning for the term food literacy that makes sense to experts, those working in 
the area and young people. 
 
Appendix two 
From:                                         Helen Vidgen 
Subject:                                     Request to participate: Food Literacy study 
Attachments:                          delphi sampling framework.pdf; Delphi participant information.pdf 
Dear  
I was hoping to contact you by phone and have left a message but thought it might be more efficient 
to follow up by email. 
My name is Helen Vidgen. I am currently working for QUT as a senior researcher on a Queensland 
Health funded project trying to answer the question “food literacy: what is it and does it influence 
what we eat?”  The consortia that formed to undertake this work includes people from health, 
welfare, education and community.  This research also forms part of my PhD.   
As part of the research we will be conducting a Delphi Study of food experts and key stakeholders. 
The aim of this study is to come up with an agreed scope of meaning for “food literacy”.  I was 
hoping you would be interested in participating in the study. 
The idea for this research came about because nutritionists were noticing that what people know 
and understand about food and how to use it was getting in the way of them being able to take up 
healthy eating messages.  Many have developed programmes or resources which they intuitively 
think will help meet this need but would like to be more informed in their practice.  
The research plan we have developed is made up of 4 studies: 
         Study 1: a Delphi study of experts and key stakeholders from a range of sectors 
         Study 2 are qualitative interviews with young people about what knowledge and 
skills they use when feeding themselves 
         study 3: a review of existing work to address food literacy 
         and study 4 will be a quantitative study informed by these others to look at the link 
between food literacy and nutrition. 
This Delphi study will consist of three rounds in consideration of both time and response rates.  The 
first round semi-structured interview will take around 30 minutes and, with your consent, will be 
tape recorded. Rounds two and 3 will be online surveys.  Round one will take place in November, 
 the round 2 survey will be sent in the last week of January and round 3 will be sent three weeks 
after that. 
Details of how your information will be treated by QUT are attached as well as information on the 
sampling framework. 
I hope that you are able to participate in this study as I am very interested in your views.  If 
so, please indicate your consent to participate by responding to this email.  I will then be in 
contact by phone to arrange an interview time.  Alternatively, you may wish to suggest some 
times that suit you in your reply email. 
Thank you very much for your time. 
Helen Vidgen 
Senior Research Assistant and PhD candidate 
mob: 0418 571 141 
Queensland University of Technology 
Brisbane, Australia 
Kelvin Grove Campus 
OBlock D wing Rm 633 
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er
a
cy
 D
el
p
h
i S
tu
d
y 
R
o
u
n
d
 T
w
o
   
p
ag
e:
 3
/1
0
 
 Q
 5
: 
 P
le
as
e
 a
d
d
 a
n
y 
fu
rt
h
e
r 
co
m
m
e
n
ts
 r
e
la
te
d
 t
o
 q
u
e
st
io
n
 4
 
   Q
6
: D
u
ri
n
g 
in
te
rv
ie
w
s 
p
ar
ti
ci
p
an
ts
 id
e
n
ti
fi
e
d
 t
h
e
 f
o
llo
w
in
g 
“p
re
-r
e
q
u
is
it
e
s”
 f
o
r 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
.  
P
le
as
e
 r
eg
is
te
r 
yo
u
r 
le
ve
l o
f 
ag
re
e
m
e
n
t 
w
it
h
 t
h
e
m
. 
(S
D
= 
st
ro
n
g
ly
 d
is
a
g
re
e,
 D
= 
d
is
a
g
re
e,
 N
 =
 n
ei
th
er
 a
g
re
e 
n
o
r 
d
is
a
g
re
e,
 A
= 
a
g
re
e,
 S
A
 =
 s
tr
o
n
g
ly
 a
g
re
e)
 
 
SD
 
D
 
N
 
A
 
SA
 
A
b
ili
ty
 t
o
 a
cc
es
s 
su
p
p
o
rt
. 
 
 
 
 
 
So
m
e 
co
n
tr
o
l o
ve
r 
yo
u
r 
fo
o
d
 s
u
p
p
ly
. 
 
 
 
 
 
A
cc
es
s 
to
 f
o
o
d
, m
o
n
ey
, t
ra
n
sp
o
rt
, a
n
d
 e
q
u
ip
m
en
t.
   
 
 
 
 
 
Th
e 
co
gn
it
iv
e 
ab
ili
ty
 t
o
 b
e 
ab
le
 t
o
 c
o
m
p
re
h
en
d
 a
n
d
 u
n
d
er
st
an
d
 f
o
o
d
 la
b
el
lin
g,
 f
o
o
d
 m
ak
e
 u
p
 a
n
d
 h
o
w
 f
o
o
d
 a
n
d
 h
ea
lt
h
 in
te
ra
ct
. 
 
 
 
 
 
Se
lf
 e
ff
ic
ac
y:
 a
 d
eg
re
e
 o
f 
co
n
fi
d
en
ce
 a
n
d
 c
ap
ab
ili
ty
 t
h
at
 y
o
u
 h
av
e 
so
m
e 
m
as
te
ry
. 
 
 
 
 
 
A
b
ili
ty
 t
o
 a
ss
es
s 
ri
sk
s 
an
d
 k
n
o
w
 h
o
w
 t
o
 r
e
sp
o
n
d
. 
 
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
 h
o
w
 t
o
 id
en
ti
fy
 a
n
d
 c
o
n
si
d
er
 a
ll 
th
e 
fa
ct
o
rs
 t
h
at
 in
fl
u
en
ce
 y
o
u
r 
n
ee
d
s,
 a
n
d
 w
e
ig
h
 t
h
em
 u
p
 a
ga
in
st
 e
ac
h
 o
th
er
. 
 
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
 h
o
w
 t
o
 g
o
 a
b
o
u
t 
m
ak
in
g 
ch
an
ge
s.
 
 
 
 
 
 
It
’s
 v
er
y 
d
if
fi
cu
lt
 t
o
 p
ra
ct
ic
e 
go
o
d
 f
o
o
d
 h
ab
it
s 
if
 y
o
u
 d
o
n
’t
 li
ve
 in
 a
 s
ta
b
le
 s
it
u
at
io
n
 a
n
d
 p
ar
ti
cu
la
rl
y 
o
n
e 
w
h
er
e 
yo
u
 d
o
n
’t
 s
h
ar
e 
fo
o
d
 w
it
h
 o
th
er
s 
o
n
 a
 r
eg
u
la
r 
b
as
is
. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Q
7
: 
 I
n
te
rv
ie
w
s 
id
e
n
ti
fi
e
d
 t
h
e
 f
o
llo
w
in
g 
p
o
ss
ib
le
 c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
ts
 o
f 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
.  
P
le
as
e
 in
d
ic
at
e
 if
 y
o
u
 c
o
n
si
d
e
r 
th
e
m
 t
o
 b
e 
ir
re
le
va
n
t 
(i
.e
. n
o
t 
a 
co
m
p
o
n
e
n
t 
o
f 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
),
 c
o
re
 (
i.
e.
 s
o
m
e
th
in
g 
al
l a
d
u
lt
s 
N
EE
D
 t
o
 k
n
o
w
 o
r 
b
e 
ab
le
 t
o
 d
o
),
 o
r 
d
e
si
ra
b
le
 (
i.
e
. N
IC
E 
to
 k
n
o
w
 o
r 
b
e 
ab
le
 t
o
 d
o
).
 
P
o
ss
ib
le
 c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
ts
 o
f 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
 a
re
 …
..
 
Ir
re
le
va
n
t 
C
o
re
 
D
e
si
ra
b
le
 
A
cc
e
ss
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 f
in
d
 f
o
o
d
 a
n
yw
h
er
e
, t
h
at
 y
o
u
 c
an
 e
at
. 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 a
cc
e
ss
 f
o
o
d
 t
h
ro
u
gh
 s
o
m
e 
so
u
rc
e 
o
n
 a
 r
eg
u
la
r 
b
as
is
 w
it
h
 v
er
y 
lim
it
ed
 r
es
o
u
rc
es
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
th
at
 s
o
m
e 
p
la
ce
s 
ar
e 
ch
ea
p
er
 t
h
an
 o
th
er
s.
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 P
o
ss
ib
le
 c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
ts
 o
f 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
 a
re
 …
..
 
Ir
re
le
va
n
t 
C
o
re
 
D
e
si
ra
b
le
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 a
cc
es
s 
th
e 
sh
o
p
, h
o
w
 t
o
 a
cc
es
s 
th
e 
fu
n
d
s 
to
 p
u
rc
h
as
e 
w
h
at
 y
o
u
 r
eq
u
ir
e 
an
d
 t
h
e 
kn
o
w
le
d
ge
 in
 
re
ga
rd
s 
to
 if
 it
’s
 n
o
t 
co
m
in
g 
fr
o
m
 a
 s
h
o
p
 e
.g
. b
u
sh
 f
o
o
d
s,
 a
id
 a
ge
n
ci
es
. 
 
 
 
G
et
ti
n
g 
o
u
t 
in
 t
h
e 
ga
rd
en
 a
n
d
 g
ro
w
in
g 
fo
o
d
, e
ve
n
 if
 it
s 
h
er
b
s 
in
 a
 p
o
t.
 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
cr
it
ic
al
 o
f 
th
e 
fo
o
d
 s
u
p
p
ly
 s
ys
te
m
 a
n
d
 b
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 a
d
vo
ca
te
 f
o
r 
im
p
ro
ve
m
en
ts
. 
 
 
 
P
la
n
n
in
g 
an
d
 m
an
ag
e
m
e
n
t 
Lo
o
ki
n
g 
fo
rw
ar
d
 a
b
o
u
t 
w
h
at
 y
o
u
 a
re
 g
o
in
g 
to
 b
e 
ea
ti
n
g 
an
d
 h
o
w
 t
o
 a
cc
es
s 
th
at
. 
 
 
 
P
la
n
n
in
g 
ah
ea
d
 t
o
 m
ak
e 
su
re
 y
o
u
 m
ee
t 
yo
u
r 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
 r
eq
u
ir
em
en
ts
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
q
u
an
ti
ti
es
 o
f 
fo
o
d
 t
o
 b
u
y 
so
 t
h
at
 n
o
th
in
g’
s 
w
as
te
d
. 
 
 
 
Th
e 
ab
ili
ty
 t
o
 h
an
d
le
 a
n
d
 m
an
ag
e 
m
o
n
ey
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
w
h
ic
h
 f
o
o
d
s 
fi
ll 
yo
u
r 
b
el
ly
 s
o
 t
h
at
 e
ve
ry
o
n
e 
h
as
 g
o
t 
so
m
et
h
in
g 
to
 e
at
.  
W
h
at
 f
o
o
d
 g
o
es
 t
h
e 
fu
rt
h
er
es
t 
an
d
 
co
st
s 
th
e 
le
as
t.
 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 p
la
n
 in
 t
e
rm
s 
o
f 
h
o
w
 lo
n
g 
so
m
et
h
in
g’
s 
go
in
g 
to
 t
ak
e
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e.
 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 c
h
o
o
se
 f
o
o
d
s 
th
at
 a
re
 w
it
h
in
 y
o
u
r 
sk
ill
 s
et
 a
n
d
 a
va
ila
b
le
 t
im
e
. 
 
 
 
C
o
n
su
m
in
g 
fo
o
d
 in
 t
h
e 
co
n
te
xt
 o
f 
th
e 
to
ta
l r
es
p
o
n
si
b
ili
ti
es
 p
la
ce
d
 o
n
 in
d
iv
id
u
al
s 
an
d
 a
ls
o
 w
it
h
in
 f
am
ili
es
. 
 
 
 
P
ar
en
ti
n
g 
sk
ill
s;
 s
o
m
e 
so
rt
 o
f 
ab
ili
ty
 t
o
 t
al
k 
to
 t
h
ei
r 
fa
m
ily
 a
n
d
 s
ay
 “
n
o
” 
an
d
 b
e 
ab
le
 t
o
 m
o
d
er
at
e
 t
h
ei
r 
in
ta
ke
. 
 
 
 
Se
le
ct
io
n
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
h
e 
fo
o
d
s 
th
at
 a
re
 g
ro
w
n
 in
fl
u
en
ce
 t
h
e 
e
n
vi
ro
n
m
en
t 
an
d
 h
o
w
 o
u
r 
fo
o
d
 c
h
o
ic
es
 in
fl
u
en
ce
 t
h
e 
en
vi
ro
n
m
en
t 
an
d
 a
ls
o
 t
h
e 
o
th
er
 w
ay
 a
ro
u
n
d
.  
H
o
w
 c
lim
at
e 
ch
an
ge
 is
 g
o
in
g 
to
 in
fl
u
en
ce
 w
h
at
 w
e 
ea
t.
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
th
e 
en
vi
ro
n
m
en
ta
l, 
so
ci
al
 a
n
d
 e
th
ic
al
 c
o
n
se
q
u
en
ce
s 
o
f 
th
e 
w
ay
s 
in
 w
h
ic
h
 f
o
o
d
s 
ar
e 
p
ro
d
u
ce
d
, p
ac
ka
ge
d
 
an
d
 d
is
tr
ib
u
te
d
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 c
h
o
o
se
 c
u
lt
u
ra
lly
 a
n
d
 s
o
ci
al
ly
 a
cc
ep
ta
b
le
 f
o
o
d
.  
So
 I’
m
 n
o
t 
go
in
g 
to
 b
e 
st
ig
m
at
is
ed
 b
ec
au
se
 I’
ve
 
ch
o
se
n
 a
 p
ar
ti
cu
la
r 
fo
o
d
 a
n
d
 n
o
t 
o
th
er
s.
 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 c
ri
ti
ca
lly
 ju
d
ge
 a
d
ve
rt
is
em
en
ts
, p
ro
m
o
ti
o
n
s,
 m
ar
ke
ti
n
g 
an
d
 e
ve
ry
th
in
g 
th
at
’s
 c
o
m
in
g 
yo
u
r 
w
ay
. 
 
 
 
H
av
in
g 
th
e 
cr
it
ic
al
 s
ki
lls
 s
o
 t
h
at
 w
h
en
 a
 n
ew
 f
o
o
d
 c
o
m
es
 o
n
to
 t
h
e 
m
ar
ke
t 
yo
u
’r
e
 a
b
le
 t
o
 m
ak
e 
an
 in
fo
rm
ed
 
d
ec
is
io
n
 a
b
o
u
t 
it
. 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 ju
d
ge
 t
h
e 
q
u
al
it
y 
o
f 
ra
w
 a
n
d
 p
ro
ce
ss
ed
 f
o
o
d
 w
h
ic
h
 m
ig
h
t 
in
cl
u
d
e 
fr
es
h
n
es
s 
an
d
 h
o
w
 d
o
es
 t
h
e 
p
ri
ce
 
co
m
p
ar
e 
to
 o
th
er
 t
im
es
 in
 t
h
e 
ye
ar
. 
 
 
 
C
h
o
o
si
n
g 
n
at
iv
e 
an
d
 s
e
as
o
n
al
 f
o
o
d
s 
in
 k
ee
p
in
g 
w
it
h
 w
h
er
e 
yo
u
 li
ve
  
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 r
e
ad
 f
o
o
d
 la
b
e
ls
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 r
e
ad
 t
h
e 
la
b
el
s 
b
u
t 
al
so
 b
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 r
e
ad
 w
h
at
’s
 n
o
t 
o
n
 t
h
e 
la
b
el
 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 r
ea
d
 t
h
e 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
 in
fo
rm
at
io
n
 p
an
el
 a
n
d
 h
o
w
 t
o
 u
se
 t
h
e 
p
er
 1
0
0
g 
ve
rs
u
s 
th
e 
p
er
 s
e
rv
e 
co
lu
m
n
 a
n
d
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 P
o
ss
ib
le
 c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
ts
 o
f 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
 a
re
 …
..
 
Ir
re
le
va
n
t 
C
o
re
 
D
e
si
ra
b
le
 
co
m
p
ar
e.
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 u
n
d
er
st
an
d
 w
h
at
 t
h
e 
in
gr
ed
ie
n
t 
lis
t 
m
ea
n
s.
 
 
 
 
H
av
in
g 
e
n
o
u
gh
 E
n
gl
is
h
 la
n
gu
ag
e 
lit
e
ra
cy
 s
ki
lls
 t
o
 u
n
d
er
st
an
d
 w
h
at
 t
h
e 
fo
o
d
 is
. 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 u
n
d
er
st
an
d
 w
h
at
’s
 in
 t
h
e 
p
ro
d
u
ct
 a
n
d
 h
o
w
 t
o
 s
to
re
 a
n
d
 u
se
 it
. 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 r
ea
d
 t
h
e 
la
b
el
 a
n
d
 u
n
d
er
st
an
d
 t
h
at
 in
fo
rm
at
io
n
 in
 c
o
n
te
xt
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
w
h
e
re
 f
o
o
d
 c
o
m
es
 f
ro
m
 
G
et
ti
n
g 
d
o
w
n
 a
n
d
 d
ir
ty
, e
xp
er
ie
n
ce
 f
o
o
d
, p
la
n
t 
it
, g
ro
w
 it
, h
ar
ve
st
 it
, p
re
p
ar
e 
it
, e
at
 it
. 
 
 
 
Ju
st
 b
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 lo
o
k 
at
 a
 p
ro
ce
ss
ed
 f
o
o
d
 a
n
d
 k
n
o
w
 w
h
at
’s
 in
 it
 s
o
 y
o
u
 m
ig
h
t 
b
e 
ab
le
 t
o
 c
at
e
go
ri
se
 w
h
at
 it
 is
. 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 r
ec
o
gn
is
e 
w
h
at
 w
o
u
ld
 h
av
e 
b
ee
n
 t
h
e 
p
ri
m
ar
y 
fo
rm
 o
f 
th
at
 f
o
o
d
. 
 
 
 
So
m
e 
kn
o
w
le
d
ge
 o
f 
w
h
er
e 
th
e 
fo
o
d
 c
am
e 
fr
o
m
 a
n
d
 w
h
at
 r
es
o
u
rc
es
 w
er
e 
re
q
u
ir
ed
 f
o
r 
it
s 
p
ro
d
u
ct
io
n
. W
as
 t
h
is
 
h
ea
lt
h
y,
 s
u
st
ai
n
ab
le
 o
r 
et
h
ic
al
. 
 
 
 
Tr
u
st
in
g 
yo
u
r 
fo
o
d
 s
u
p
p
ly
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
w
h
er
e 
yo
u
r 
fo
o
d
 w
as
 f
ar
m
ed
. 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
aw
ar
e 
o
f 
th
e 
b
ro
ad
er
 p
o
lit
ic
al
, e
co
lo
gi
ca
l a
n
d
 s
o
ci
al
 c
o
n
te
xt
s 
in
 w
h
ic
h
 t
h
e 
fo
o
d
 is
 g
ro
w
n
. 
 
 
 
H
av
in
g 
e
n
o
u
gh
 f
o
o
d
 p
re
p
ar
at
io
n
 e
xp
er
ie
n
ce
 t
o
 k
n
o
w
 w
h
at
 m
ig
h
t 
h
av
e 
go
n
e 
in
to
 a
 f
o
o
d
 o
r 
d
is
h
. 
 
 
 
P
re
p
ar
at
io
n
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
fo
o
d
s 
in
 a
 w
ay
 t
h
at
’s
 a
tt
ra
ct
iv
e 
an
d
 e
d
ib
le
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
w
h
at
 t
as
te
s 
an
d
 f
la
vo
u
rs
 g
o
 t
o
ge
th
er
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 f
o
llo
w
 a
 r
ec
ip
e
. 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 m
ak
e 
fo
u
r 
to
 s
ix
 m
ea
ls
 b
y 
yo
u
rs
el
f 
th
at
 y
o
u
 c
an
 r
ep
ea
t 
w
ee
k 
in
 w
ee
k 
o
u
t.
   
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
le
d
ge
 o
f 
so
m
e 
b
as
ic
 c
o
m
m
o
d
it
ie
s 
an
d
 h
o
w
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
th
em
.  
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
so
m
e 
fo
o
d
s 
fr
o
m
 a
ll 
o
f 
th
e 
fo
o
d
 g
ro
u
p
s,
 e
.g
. h
o
w
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
m
ea
t,
 h
o
w
 t
o
 c
o
o
k 
p
as
ta
, 
h
o
w
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
ve
ge
ta
b
le
s 
an
d
 t
h
en
 t
h
er
e 
ar
e 
sp
in
 o
ff
s 
fr
o
m
 t
h
er
e.
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
fo
o
d
s 
th
at
 y
o
u
 h
av
e 
ac
ce
ss
 t
o
 in
 d
if
fe
re
n
t 
w
ay
s 
so
 t
h
at
 t
h
ey
’r
e 
in
te
re
st
in
g.
 
 
 
 
H
av
in
g 
a 
w
h
o
le
 r
ep
er
to
ir
e 
o
f 
sk
ill
s 
so
 y
o
u
 c
an
 t
ry
 m
o
re
 a
d
ve
n
tu
ro
u
s 
re
ci
p
es
, m
ak
e
 u
p
 y
o
u
r 
o
w
n
 r
ec
ip
e 
o
r 
co
o
ki
n
g 
st
yl
e,
 a
d
ap
t 
th
in
gs
 t
o
 s
u
it
 y
o
u
r 
p
re
fe
re
n
ce
s 
an
d
 e
q
u
ip
m
en
t.
 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 p
u
ll 
a 
m
ea
l t
o
ge
th
er
 t
h
at
 m
ig
h
t 
co
n
si
st
 o
f 
fo
u
r 
o
r 
fi
ve
 d
if
fe
re
n
t 
p
ar
ts
 e
.g
. a
 b
ak
ed
 d
in
n
er
. 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
fo
o
d
s 
in
 t
h
e 
m
o
st
 e
ff
ic
ie
n
t 
m
an
n
er
. 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 p
re
p
ar
e 
a 
m
ea
l f
o
r 
tw
o
 t
o
 s
ix
 p
eo
p
le
 w
it
h
o
u
t 
an
y 
d
if
fi
cu
lt
y.
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 s
tr
et
ch
 f
o
o
d
 if
 m
o
re
 p
eo
p
le
 c
o
m
e 
o
ve
r 
o
r 
ar
e 
st
ay
in
g 
at
 y
o
u
r 
h
o
u
se
. 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 c
o
n
ce
p
tu
al
is
e 
w
h
at
 y
o
u
 w
an
t 
to
 p
u
t 
to
ge
th
er
. 
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d
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 D
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 P
o
ss
ib
le
 c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
ts
 o
f 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
 a
re
 …
..
 
Ir
re
le
va
n
t 
C
o
re
 
D
e
si
ra
b
le
 
H
av
in
g 
kn
if
e 
sk
ill
s.
 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 c
o
n
fi
d
en
tl
y 
u
se
 c
o
m
m
o
n
 p
ie
ce
s 
o
f 
ki
tc
h
en
 e
q
u
ip
m
en
t 
su
ch
 a
s 
a 
st
o
ve
 t
o
p
, o
ve
n
, m
ic
ro
w
av
e,
 c
an
 
o
p
en
er
 a
n
d
 s
au
ce
p
an
s.
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
a 
fe
w
 li
tt
le
 s
h
o
rt
 c
u
ts
 s
o
 y
o
u
 c
an
 p
re
p
ar
e 
fo
o
d
 w
it
h
o
u
t 
it
 t
ak
in
g 
m
u
ch
 t
im
e.
 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 s
u
b
st
it
u
te
 w
it
h
 a
lt
e
rn
at
iv
es
 if
 w
h
at
 y
o
u
 w
an
t 
is
 u
n
av
ai
la
b
le
. 
 
 
 
En
o
u
gh
 f
o
o
d
 h
yg
ie
n
e 
an
d
 f
o
o
d
 s
af
et
y 
so
 t
h
at
 y
o
u
 d
o
n
’t
 p
o
is
o
n
 a
n
yo
n
e.
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 s
to
re
 f
o
o
d
 t
o
 o
p
ti
m
is
e 
it
s 
va
lu
e 
an
d
 q
u
al
it
y.
 
 
 
 
H
o
w
 t
o
 d
is
p
o
se
 o
f 
w
as
te
 in
 a
n
 e
n
vi
ro
n
m
en
ta
lly
 c
o
n
si
d
er
at
e
 m
an
n
er
. 
 
 
 
Ea
ti
n
g B
e
in
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 jo
in
 in
, s
it
 d
o
w
n
 a
n
d
 e
at
 in
 a
 s
o
ci
al
 w
ay
. 
 
 
 
In
te
ra
ct
in
g 
w
it
h
 f
o
o
d
 a
n
d
 b
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 e
at
 in
 a
 w
ay
 t
h
at
 d
o
es
n
’t
 r
es
tr
ic
t 
yo
u
 b
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 b
e 
p
ar
t 
o
f 
a 
gr
o
u
p
 
 
 
 
   
   
 K
n
o
w
in
g 
w
h
at
 f
o
o
d
 t
ra
n
sp
o
rt
s 
w
e
ll 
an
d
 h
o
w
 t
o
 p
ac
k 
it
 s
o
 it
 s
ti
ll 
lo
o
ks
 a
p
p
et
is
in
g 
w
h
en
 y
o
u
’r
e 
go
in
g 
to
 e
at
 it
. 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
w
ill
in
g 
to
 t
ry
 a
n
 u
n
fa
m
ili
ar
 f
o
o
d
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
p
ri
n
ci
p
le
s 
fo
r 
ev
er
yd
ay
 e
at
in
g:
 o
n
ly
 e
at
 w
h
en
 y
o
u
’r
e 
h
u
n
gr
y,
 t
ry
 a
n
d
 g
et
 s
o
m
e 
ro
u
ti
n
e,
 s
lo
w
 d
o
w
n
, e
at
 
co
n
sc
io
u
sl
y 
an
d
 r
e
fl
ec
ti
ve
ly
, a
n
d
 b
e 
m
o
re
 c
o
n
te
m
p
la
ti
ve
 a
b
o
u
t 
w
h
at
 y
o
u
’r
e 
d
o
in
g 
an
d
 h
o
w
 y
o
u
’r
e 
re
la
ti
n
g 
to
 t
h
e 
w
o
rl
d
. 
 
 
 
N
u
tr
it
io
n
 
Ju
st
 w
h
at
’s
 h
ea
lt
h
y 
an
d
 w
h
at
’s
 n
o
t.
 
 
 
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
 t
h
e 
o
ve
ra
ll 
m
es
sa
ge
 o
f 
a 
fo
o
d
 s
e
le
ct
io
n
 g
u
id
e 
su
ch
 a
s 
th
e
 d
ie
ta
ry
 p
yr
am
id
 o
r 
p
la
te
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
th
at
 a
ll 
fo
o
d
s 
ar
e 
go
o
d
.  
It
’s
 ju
st
 t
h
e 
am
o
u
n
ts
 y
o
u
 e
at
 t
h
em
 in
.  
So
 y
o
u
 n
ee
d
 t
o
 k
n
o
w
 a
b
o
u
t 
p
o
rt
io
n
s 
an
d
 
fr
eq
u
en
cy
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 c
at
eg
o
ri
se
 f
o
o
d
s 
in
to
 t
h
e 
Fo
o
d
 G
ro
u
p
s,
 t
h
at
 y
o
u
 n
ee
d
 g
en
er
al
ly
 s
o
m
e 
o
f 
ea
ch
 e
ve
ry
 d
ay
 a
n
d
 w
h
at
 
so
rt
 o
f 
p
ro
p
o
rt
io
n
s 
to
 e
at
 t
h
em
 in
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
th
e
 c
o
m
p
o
si
ti
o
n
 o
f 
Fo
o
d
 G
ro
u
p
s,
 e
.g
. m
ea
ts
 g
iv
e
 y
o
u
 ir
o
n
 a
n
d
 p
ro
te
in
.  
 
 
 
I d
o
n
’t
 w
an
t 
to
 b
e 
lo
ck
e
d
 in
to
 s
ay
in
g 
Fo
o
d
 G
ro
u
p
s,
 b
u
t 
kn
o
w
in
g 
w
h
at
 a
re
 t
h
e 
co
m
p
o
n
en
ts
 f
o
r 
a 
h
ea
lt
h
y 
b
as
ic
 d
ie
t.
 
 
 
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
th
e 
A
u
st
ra
lia
n
 D
ie
ta
ry
 G
u
id
el
in
es
. 
 
 
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
o
f 
w
h
at
 a
 d
iv
e
rs
e 
d
ie
t 
lo
o
ks
 li
ke
 a
n
d
 w
h
y 
it
 is
 im
p
o
rt
an
t 
fr
o
m
 a
 h
ea
lt
h
 a
n
d
 e
co
lo
gi
ca
l p
er
sp
ec
ti
ve
.  
It
 d
o
es
n
’t
 m
ak
e 
se
n
se
 t
o
 g
et
 o
u
r 
fo
o
d
s 
fr
o
m
 a
 li
m
it
ed
 n
u
m
b
er
 o
f 
ag
ri
cu
lt
u
ra
l s
o
u
rc
es
 o
r 
lim
it
ed
 n
u
m
b
er
 o
f 
co
rp
o
ra
te
 a
ct
o
rs
. 
 
 
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
h
o
w
 t
o
 t
ra
n
sl
at
e 
th
e 
A
u
st
ra
lia
n
 D
ie
ta
ry
 G
u
id
el
in
es
 in
to
 f
o
o
d
 a
n
d
 f
o
o
d
 h
ab
it
s 
 
 
 
B
ei
n
g 
aw
ar
e 
o
f 
th
e 
ro
le
 o
f 
fa
ts
, p
ro
te
in
s,
 c
ar
b
o
h
yd
ra
te
s 
an
d
 s
o
 o
n
. 
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o
d
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a
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 D
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h
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 P
o
ss
ib
le
 c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
ts
 o
f 
fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
 a
re
 …
..
 
Ir
re
le
va
n
t 
C
o
re
 
D
e
si
ra
b
le
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
w
h
at
 y
o
u
r 
fo
o
d
 is
 m
ad
e 
u
p
 o
f 
in
 t
e
rm
s 
o
f 
n
u
tr
ie
n
ts
 a
n
d
 h
o
w
 t
h
ey
 a
ll 
in
te
ra
ct
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
th
at
 y
o
u
 n
ee
d
 v
it
am
in
s 
an
d
 m
in
er
al
s 
in
 c
er
ta
in
 q
u
an
ti
ti
es
 a
n
d
 w
h
at
 f
o
o
d
s 
th
ey
 a
re
 in
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
ab
o
u
t 
d
if
fe
re
n
t 
re
q
u
ir
em
en
ts
 f
o
r 
d
if
fe
re
n
t 
st
ag
es
 o
f 
lif
e.
 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
in
g 
th
e 
sp
ec
if
ic
s 
o
f 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
 r
ec
o
m
m
en
d
at
io
n
s 
e.
g.
 h
o
w
 m
u
ch
 f
at
 is
 t
o
o
 m
u
ch
 f
at
, w
h
at
 d
o
es
 lo
w
 s
al
t 
m
ea
n
 
o
n
 a
 la
b
el
. 
 
 
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
th
e 
in
te
ra
ct
io
n
 b
et
w
e
en
 f
o
o
d
 a
n
d
 p
h
ys
ic
al
 a
ct
iv
it
y,
 a
n
d
 m
o
n
it
o
ri
n
g 
th
at
 b
y 
lo
o
ki
n
g 
at
 t
h
ei
r 
b
o
d
y 
co
m
p
o
si
ti
o
n
. 
 
 
 
B
e
in
g 
aw
ar
e 
th
at
 y
o
u
 h
av
e 
u
n
iq
u
e 
in
d
iv
id
u
al
 r
eq
u
ir
em
en
ts
 a
n
d
 u
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
h
o
w
 f
o
o
d
 e
ff
ec
ts
 y
o
u
r 
b
o
d
y 
w
h
en
 
yo
u
 lo
o
k 
at
 y
o
u
r 
b
lo
o
d
 r
es
u
lt
s 
et
c.
 
 
 
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
h
o
w
 y
o
u
r 
b
o
d
y 
fu
n
ct
io
n
s 
so
 y
o
u
 c
an
 u
n
d
er
st
an
d
 h
o
w
 t
o
 f
u
el
 it
 o
r 
fe
e
d
 it
.  
N
o
t 
ju
st
 n
u
tr
it
io
n
 b
u
t 
sa
ti
et
y,
 s
en
so
ry
 f
ac
to
rs
, t
h
in
gs
 li
ke
 t
h
at
. 
 
 
 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 
h
o
w
 a
 p
ar
ti
cu
la
r 
fo
o
d
 m
ig
h
t 
in
te
ra
ct
 w
it
h
 y
o
u
r 
p
h
ys
io
lo
gy
 a
n
d
 w
h
at
 t
h
e 
im
p
lic
at
io
n
s 
m
ig
h
t 
b
e 
if
 
yo
u
 h
av
e 
a 
d
ie
t-
re
la
te
d
 d
is
ea
se
. 
 
 
 
La
n
gu
ag
e
 
B
ei
n
g 
ab
le
 t
o
 c
o
m
m
u
n
ic
at
e 
ar
o
u
n
d
 f
o
o
d
, b
e 
ab
le
 t
o
 a
rt
ic
u
la
te
 a
n
d
 e
xp
la
in
 t
h
in
gs
 a
b
o
u
t 
it
. 
 
 
 
K
n
o
w
le
d
ge
 o
f 
te
rm
in
o
lo
gy
, s
o
 t
h
at
 t
h
ey
 c
an
 e
.g
. f
o
llo
w
 r
ec
ip
es
, r
ea
d
 la
b
el
s,
 m
ak
e 
co
n
su
m
er
 c
h
o
ic
es
.  
R
e
ad
 s
tu
ff
 in
 
p
o
p
u
la
r 
m
ag
az
in
es
 a
n
d
 k
n
o
w
 t
h
at
 y
o
u
 c
an
 f
o
llo
w
 t
h
e 
te
rm
in
o
lo
gy
.  
 
 
 
 Q
 8
: 
P
le
as
e
 a
d
d
 a
n
y 
fu
rt
h
er
 c
o
m
m
e
n
ts
 r
e
la
te
d
 t
o
 q
u
es
ti
o
n
s 
6
 o
r 
7
. 
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d
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 D
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 Q
9
.  
In
te
rv
ie
w
s 
re
ve
al
e
d
 m
an
y 
in
te
re
st
in
g 
st
at
e
m
en
ts
 a
ro
u
n
d
 f
o
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
. 
 W
h
ile
 n
o
t 
d
ir
e
ct
ly
 r
e
la
te
d
 t
o
 d
ev
e
lo
p
in
g 
a 
sc
o
p
e
 o
f 
m
e
an
in
g,
 t
h
e
y 
ar
e
 u
se
fu
l 
in
 c
o
n
te
xt
u
al
is
in
g 
it
s 
ap
p
lic
at
io
n
.  
P
le
as
e 
re
gi
st
er
 y
o
u
r 
le
ve
l o
f 
ag
re
e
m
e
n
t 
w
it
h
 t
h
e
 f
o
llo
w
in
g
 (
SD
= 
st
ro
n
g
ly
 d
is
a
g
re
e,
 D
= 
d
is
a
g
re
e,
 N
 =
 n
ei
th
er
 a
g
re
e 
n
o
r 
d
is
a
g
re
e,
 A
= 
a
g
re
e,
 S
A
 =
 s
tr
o
n
g
ly
 a
g
re
e)
 
C
o
m
m
e
n
ts
 o
n
 c
o
n
te
xt
 
SD
 
D
 
N
 
A
 
SA
 
It
’s
 im
p
o
rt
an
t 
th
at
 w
e 
d
o
 m
o
re
 t
h
an
 g
et
 t
h
e 
m
es
sa
ge
s 
to
 in
d
iv
id
u
al
s,
 b
u
t 
w
e
 a
ct
u
al
ly
 d
o
 s
o
m
et
h
in
g 
ab
o
u
t 
th
e 
en
vi
ro
n
m
en
t 
th
ey
 
liv
e 
in
 a
n
d
 m
ak
e 
h
ea
lt
h
y 
fo
o
d
 a
va
ila
b
le
 t
o
 t
h
em
. 
 
 
 
 
 
Th
er
e’
s 
a 
th
eo
ry
 t
h
at
 t
h
er
e’
s 
a 
la
ck
 o
f 
sk
ill
s 
b
u
t 
it
’s
 n
o
t 
th
at
 b
lo
o
d
y 
h
ar
d
 t
o
 e
at
 a
 b
an
an
a 
in
st
e
ad
 o
f 
a 
p
ac
ke
t 
o
f 
cr
is
p
s.
 
 
 
 
 
 
Th
e 
p
ro
b
le
m
 is
n
’t
 t
h
at
 t
h
er
e 
is
n
’t
 e
n
o
u
gh
 in
fo
rm
at
io
n
. I
t’
s 
th
at
 t
h
er
e’
s 
to
o
 m
u
ch
.  
P
eo
p
le
 a
re
 o
ve
rw
h
el
m
ed
 a
b
o
u
t 
w
h
o
 t
o
 b
el
ie
ve
 
an
d
 w
h
at
 t
o
 b
el
ie
ve
. 
 
 
 
 
 
Th
er
e’
s 
n
o
t 
a 
h
u
ge
 le
ve
l o
f 
sk
ill
 in
vo
lv
ed
 in
 s
e
le
ct
in
g 
fo
o
d
 b
ec
au
se
 it
’s
 u
su
al
ly
 t
h
e 
sa
m
e 
p
at
te
rn
 r
ep
ea
te
d
 o
ve
r 
an
d
 o
ve
r.
 
 
 
 
 
 
W
e
’v
e 
go
t 
to
 d
o
 s
o
m
et
h
in
g 
ab
o
u
t 
o
u
r 
w
o
rk
 c
u
lt
u
re
 t
h
at
 p
ro
m
o
te
s 
a 
m
o
d
el
 o
f 
h
av
in
g 
so
m
eo
n
e 
at
 h
o
m
e 
d
o
in
g 
d
o
m
es
ti
c 
w
o
rk
 a
n
d
 
so
m
eo
n
e 
as
 t
h
e 
b
re
ad
w
in
n
er
.  
 
 
 
 
 
In
d
iv
id
u
al
 f
o
o
d
 s
e
cu
ri
ty
: 
 
 
 
 
 
I r
em
em
b
er
 v
is
it
in
g 
a 
te
en
ag
e 
m
u
m
 w
it
h
 t
w
o
 k
id
s 
3
.  
Th
ey
 w
er
e 
liv
in
g 
in
 a
 s
in
gl
e 
ro
o
m
.  
D
in
n
er
 w
as
 o
n
 t
h
e 
b
ed
, n
o
 c
ar
, n
o
 
m
o
n
ey
.  
I d
o
n
’t
 k
n
o
w
 e
xa
ct
ly
 w
h
at
 in
fl
u
en
ce
d
 h
er
 f
o
o
d
 c
h
o
ic
e 
b
u
t 
it
 w
as
n
’t
 f
o
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
. 
 
 
 
 
 
Yo
u
 n
ee
d
 a
cc
es
s 
to
 g
o
o
d
 q
u
al
it
y 
h
ea
lt
h
y 
fo
o
d
.  
En
su
ri
n
g 
p
eo
p
le
 h
av
e 
ad
eq
u
at
e 
fo
o
d
 s
ki
lls
 s
o
 t
h
ey
 c
an
 t
u
rn
 o
ld
 a
p
p
le
s 
in
to
 
so
m
et
h
in
g 
ta
st
y 
so
 t
h
ey
’ll
 b
e 
ea
te
n
 is
 a
 m
ed
ie
va
l c
o
n
ce
p
t.
  
 
 
 
 
 
Fo
o
d
 li
te
ra
cy
 m
ay
 b
e 
a 
p
ro
te
ct
iv
e 
fa
ct
o
r 
fo
r 
fo
o
d
 in
se
cu
ri
ty
. 
 
 
 
 
 
C
o
n
te
m
p
o
ra
ry
 f
o
o
d
 s
u
p
p
ly
: 
 
N
o
w
 o
u
r 
fo
o
d
 s
u
p
p
ly
 is
 s
o
 m
u
ch
 m
o
re
 c
o
m
p
le
x 
an
d
 s
o
 s
e
le
ct
in
g 
fo
o
d
s 
th
at
 a
re
 n
u
tr
it
io
u
s 
h
as
 b
ec
o
m
e 
fa
r 
m
o
re
 c
o
m
p
lic
at
ed
.  
Th
er
ef
o
re
 t
h
e 
re
q
u
ir
em
en
t 
fo
r 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
 e
d
u
ca
ti
o
n
 a
n
d
 s
o
m
e
 b
as
ic
 g
u
id
el
in
es
 a
ro
u
n
d
 f
o
o
d
 s
e
le
ct
io
n
 is
 n
o
w
 g
re
at
e
r 
th
an
 w
h
at
 w
e
 
h
av
e 
n
ee
d
ed
 in
 t
h
e 
p
as
t.
 
 
 
 
 
 
In
 g
en
er
at
io
n
s 
p
as
t,
 t
h
e 
lo
ca
l f
o
o
d
 e
n
vi
ro
n
m
en
t 
h
ad
 m
u
ch
 le
ss
 c
h
o
ic
e 
an
d
 s
o
 t
h
ey
 d
id
n
’t
 n
ee
d
 t
o
 c
o
n
sc
io
u
sl
y 
h
av
e 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
 
kn
o
w
le
d
ge
 t
o
 e
at
 w
e
ll.
   
 
 
 
 
 
Th
er
e’
s 
n
o
 d
o
u
b
t 
th
at
 t
h
er
e’
s 
a 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
 p
ar
ad
o
x 
at
 t
h
e 
m
o
m
en
t.
  W
e 
h
av
e 
su
ch
 a
 w
id
e 
va
ri
et
y 
o
f 
fo
o
d
 t
h
at
’s
 b
ee
n
 s
o
 
af
fo
rd
ab
le
.  
Th
eo
re
ti
ca
lly
 it
’s
 n
ev
er
 b
ee
n
 e
as
ie
r 
to
 c
o
n
st
ru
ct
 a
 h
ea
lt
h
y 
d
ie
t.
  W
e’
ve
 a
ls
o
 n
ev
er
 h
ad
 s
u
ch
 a
 d
ep
th
 o
f 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
al
 
in
fo
rm
at
io
n
, a
n
d
 y
et
 w
e 
h
av
e 
a 
p
ar
ad
o
x 
th
at
 m
an
y 
co
n
su
m
e
rs
 a
re
 s
ti
ll 
u
n
ab
le
 t
o
 e
at
 t
h
ei
r 
n
u
tr
it
io
n
al
 r
eq
u
ir
em
en
ts
. 
 
 
 
 
 
P
eo
p
le
 w
an
t 
fr
es
h
n
es
s,
 n
at
u
ra
ln
es
s,
 t
as
ti
n
es
s,
 h
ea
lt
h
fu
ln
es
s.
  S
o
m
e 
m
ig
h
t 
w
an
t 
to
 k
n
o
w
 t
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FINAL ROUND FOOD LITERACY DELPHI SURVEY 
This is the third and final round of the Food Literacy Delphi Study.  As you are aware, one of the aims 
of this study was to investigate possible core components of food literacy.  Results of the round 2 
survey indicate that there was little consensus on what these core components might be.  Prior to 
the commencement of the survey, consensus was defined as at least 75% agreement.   
Of the 80 possible components presented in Round 2, there was consensus on six core components.  
They are: 
 Being able to access food through some source on a regular basis with very limited resources. 
 Being able to choose foods that are within your skill set and available time. 
 Knowledge of some basic commodities and how to prepare them. 
 Knowing how to prepare some foods from all of the food groups, eg how to prepare meat, 
how to cook pasta, how to prepare vegetables and then there are spin offs from there. 
 Being able to confidently use common pieces of kitchen equipment such as a stove top, oven, 
microwave, can opener and saucepans. 
 Enough food hygiene and food safety so that you don’t poison anyone. 
There were no agreed irrelevant components and there were no components which no one 
considered core. Rather than represent you with the 74 remaining components again, the following 
are those components which between 50 and 74% of respondents considered core.  
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Q1: Please select all those items which you consider to be CORE components of food literacy (ie 
something all adults NEED to know or be able to do). 
Access 
 Being able to find food anywhere, that you can eat. 
 Knowing how to access the shop, how to access the funds to purchase what you require and the 
knowledge in regards to if it’s not coming from a shop e.g. bush foods, aid agencies. 
Planning and management 
 Looking forward about what you are going to be eating and how to access that. 
 Planning ahead to make sure you meet your nutrition requirements. 
 The ability to handle and manage money. 
 Consuming food in the context of the total responsibilities placed on individuals and also within 
families. 
 Parenting skills; some sort of ability to talk to their family and say “no” and be able to moderate 
their intake. 
Selection 
 Being able to critically judge advertisements, promotions, marketing and everything that’s 
coming your way. 
 Having the critical skills so that when a new food comes onto the market you’re able to make an 
informed decision about it. 
 Being able to judge the quality of raw and processed food which might include freshness and 
how does the price compare to other times in the year. 
Being able to read food labels 
 Knowing how to read the labels but also being able to read what’s not on the label 
 Being able to understand what the ingredient list means. 
 Having enough English language literacy skills to understand what the food is. 
 Being able to understand what’s in the product and how to store and use it. 
 Being able to read the label and understand that information in context. 
Preparation 
 Knowing how to prepare foods in a way that’s attractive and edible. 
 Knowing how to follow a recipe. 
 Being able to substitute with alternatives if what you want is unavailable. 
 Knowing how to store food to optimise its value and quality. 
Eating 
 Being able to join in, sit down and eat in a social way. 
 Interacting with food and being able to eat in a way that doesn’t restrict you being able to be part of 
a group 
Nutrition 
 Just what’s healthy and what’s not. 
 Understand the overall message of a food selection guide such as the dietary pyramid or plate. 
 Knowing that all foods are good.  It’s just the amounts you eat them in.  So you need to know 
about portions and frequency. 
 Knowing how to categorise foods into the Food Groups, that you need generally some of each 
every day and what sort of proportions to eat them in. 
 I don’t want to be locked into saying Food Groups, but knowing what are the components for a 
healthy basic diet. 
 Knowing the specifics of nutrition recommendations e.g. how much fat is too much fat, what 
does low salt mean on a label. 
Language 
 Knowledge of terminology, so that they can e.g. follow recipes, read labels, make consumer choices.  
Read stuff in popular magazines and know that you can follow the terminology.  
Food Literacy Delphi Study Round Three  page: 3/3 
 
 
Q2. The following statements were identified as the most suitable definitions of food literacy.  
Please select the ONE that you think should be used.  
 The relative ability to basically understand the nature of food and how it is important to you, 
and how able you are to gain information about food, process it, analyse it and act upon it. 
 Having the autonomy to be able to make wise and ethical food choices without feeling 
dependent upon expert outsiders. 
 The capacity to implement positive strategies around food preparation and consumption that 
serves your body, lifestyles and well being in a positive way. 
 Being able to embrace the pleasure of spending time with food.  Being comfortable with the 
social, environmental, cultural and health aspects of food so you can negotiate through them 
when making food choices. 
 I do not think any of these statements suitably describe food literacy 
 I do not think the term food literacy should be used 
 
Q 3:  We invite you to add any comments regarding this study 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for the significant amount of time and extremely valuable insight that you 
have contributed to this study. 
PLEASE RETURN YOUR SURVEY TO h.vidgen@qut.edu.au BY FRIDAY 11 MARCH 2011. 
A full report will be sent to you when it is available. 
 
Appendix five 
                           
Round 2 Food Literacy Delphi Study
Report Index Delete Respondent View By Respondent
The first round of this study generated varied responses to the term “food literacy”. Please indicate your thoughts 
on the term (tick all those that you agree with):
Go
Since your interview, have you thought of an alternative term to food literacy that better describes what we 
discussed?
Go
Please add any further comments related to questions 1 or 2 Go
Accepting that “food literacy” may not be the best term, select the three definitions that best describe this set of 
knowledge and skills and rank them, with 1 indication the best definition. Leave the remaining definitions blank. 
Food literacy is .. . .
Go
Please add any further comments related to question 4 Go
During interviews participants identified the following “pre-requisites” for food literacy. Please register your level of 
agreement with them.
Go
Interviews identified the following possible components of food literacy. Please indicate if you consider them to be 
irrelevant (ie not a component of food literacy), core (ie something all adults NEED to know or be able to do), or 
desirable (ie NICE to know or be able to do).
Go
Please add any further comments related to questions 6 or 7. Go
Interviews revealed many interesting statements around food literacy. While not directly related to developing a 
scope of meaning, they are useful in contextualising its application. Please register your level of agreement with 
the following.
Go
Please add any further comments related to question 9 or any other aspect of this study Go
The first round of this study generated varied responses to the term “food literacy”. 
Please indicate your thoughts on the term (tick all those that you agree with):
Response 
percent
Response 
total
It’s a useful 
term. It could 
be shorthand 
for a lot of
things that it 
encompasses. 
Other terms are 
not complete
enough.  
41.2% 14
I think it’s a 
more 
professional 
sounding term 
than food skills 
and we like 
that.  
17.6% 6
It’s well 
scaffolded, it’s 
logical but it 
also provides
scope to 
understand 
where 
components fit 
within a bigger
story.  
20.6% 7
The word 
“literacy” is 
useful in 
describing the 
everyday 
fundamental
life skills nature 
44.1% 15
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of using food.  
I don’t think it 
logically 
describes all the 
things that I 
have come to 
think it means.  
14.7% 5
Food literacy, 
technological 
literacy, 
scientific
literacy, it’s just 
becoming a 
hackneyed 
concept and 
losing
meaning.  
11.8% 4
Please keep it 
to the papers 
and don’t talk 
about it to the 
general public. 
It’s a poor term 
to use to the 
general public.  
44.1% 15
It’s adapting a 
kind of 
imperfect 
metaphor for a 
much more
complex 
domain.  
5.9% 2
Jargon creates 
elitism around 
it where you’ve 
got to be part of 
an inner cabal 
to understand 
what it means.  
14.7% 5
It makes me a 
little bit 
squeamish 
because it 
sounds 
suspiciously 
like people 
knowing what 
we think they 
should know 
and acting like 
we think they 
should act.  
17.6% 6
All those 
activities have 
been done for 
years without 
being given
special 
terminology so 
why does it all 
of a sudden 
need to be
basketed into 
something.  
2.9% 1
It sort of 
implies that you 
have to be 
highly educated 
to be able to
choose a 
healthy diet and 
I think it’s a 
mistake to push 
that idea.  
20.6% 7
It implies an 
assessment 
process. You 
pass or you 
14.7% 5
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fail.  
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 34 respondents;     0 filtered;     0 skipped. 
 
Export Graph Top
Since your interview, have you thought of an alternative term to food literacy that 
better describes what we discussed?
Response 
percent
Response 
total
No  88.2% 30
Yes  11.8% 4
View   6
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 34 respondents;     0 filtered;     0 skipped. 
 
Export Graph Top
Please add any further comments related to questions 1 or 2
Response 
total
View   16
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 16 respondents;     0 filtered;     18 skipped. 
 
Top
Accepting that “food literacy” may not be the best term, select the three definitions that best describe 
this set of knowledge and skills and rank them, with 1 indication the best definition. Leave the 
remaining definitions blank. Food literacy is .. . .
View 1 2 3 
1
2
3
Response total 
Understanding the 
language of food: 
reading a brochure 
in supermarket, its 
reading recipes, its 
reading packets, its 
reading labels and 
interpreting that 
information.
45.5% 
(5) 
27.3% 
(3) 
27.3% 
(3) 
11
The relative ability of 
an individual to 
basically understand 
the nature of food 
and how it is 
important to them as 
individuals, and how 
able they are to gain 
information about 
food, process it, 
analyse it and act 
upon it.
80.0% 
(20) 
16.0% 
(4) 
4.0% 
(1) 
25
Getting enjoyable 
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and nutritious food 
on a plate.
14.3% 
(1) 
71.4% 
(5) 
14.3% 
(1) 
7
Being able to 
organise your 
everyday nutrition in 
a self-determined, 
responsible and 
enjoyable way.
16.7% 
(2) 
66.7% 
(8) 
16.7% 
(2) 
12
Having the 
autonomy to be able 
to make wise and 
ethical food choices 
without feeling 
dependent upon 
expert outsiders.
11.1% 
(2) 
38.9% 
(7) 
50.0% 
(9) 
18
The capacity to 
implement positive 
strategies around 
food preparation and 
consumption that 
serves your body, 
lifestyles and well 
being in a positive 
way.
17.7% 
(3) 
64.7% 
(11) 
17.7% 
(3) 
17
Being able to use 
food in a broad way 
and having the 
flexibility to do it in 
a range of situations 
and for a range of 
needs.
12.5% 
(1) 
75.0% 
(6) 
12.5% 
(1) 
8
Feeling at ease and 
confident with 
handling food.
12.5% 
(1) 
25.0% 
(2) 
62.5% 
(5) 
8
Page 4 of 29Survey online report
13/04/2011https://survey.qut.edu.au/report?SurveyID=171262&ReportID=-1&pw=34a6604f&aft...
  
 
Being able to get 
your food and use 
your money in the 
best possible way for 
you.
33.3% 
(2) 
33.3% 
(2) 
33.3% 
(2) 
6
Being able to select 
food so that when 
I’ve eaten it, I don’t 
feel revolted or 
troubled, but I feel 
at ease with what 
I’ve eaten culturally, 
from a food safety 
angle as well as 
psychologically that 
it’s going to do 
something for me.
0.0% 
(0) 
50.0% 
(3) 
50.0% 
(3) 
6
Having the 
confidence, the 
courage and the 
comfortableness to 
mix some 
ingredients together 
and make something 
that tastes good, 
that’s pleasurable to 
eat and is 
reasonably good for 
you.
14.3% 
(1) 
57.1% 
(4) 
28.6% 
(2) 
7
Being able to 
embrace the 
pleasure of spending 
time with food. 
Being comfortable 
with the social, 
environmental, 
cultural and health 
aspects of food so 
you can negotiate 
through them when 
making food choices.
33.3% 
(5) 
33.3% 
(5) 
33.3% 
(5) 
15
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 34 respondents;     0 filtered;     0 skipped. 
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Please add any further comments related to question 4
Response 
total
View   11
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 11 respondents;     0 filtered;     23 skipped. 
 
Top
During interviews participants identified the following “pre-requisites” for food literacy. Please register 
your level of agreement with them.
View strongly 
disagree 
disagree 
neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
agree 
strongly 
agree 
strongly disagree
disagree
neither agree nor 
disagree
Response 
total 
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agree
strongly agree
Ability to access 
support
0.0% 
(0) 
8.8% 
(3) 
26.5% 
(9) 
50.0% 
(17) 
14.7% 
(5) 
34
Some control over 
your food supply
5.9% 
(2) 
0.0% 
(0) 
14.7% 
(5) 
61.8% 
(21) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
Access to food, 
money, transport, 
and equipment.
2.9% 
(1) 
8.8% 
(3) 
20.6% 
(7) 
50.0% 
(17) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
The cognitive ability 
to be able to 
comprehend and 
understand food 
labelling, food make 
up and how food and 
health interact.
0.0% 
(0) 
5.9% 
(2) 
8.8% 
(3) 
58.8% 
(20) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Self efficacy: a 
degree of confidence 
and capability that 
you have some 
mastery.
2.9% 
(1) 
0.0% 
(0) 
11.8% 
(4) 
61.8% 
(21) 
23.5% 
(8) 
34
Ability to assess 
risks and know how 
to respond.
0.0% 
(0) 
0.0% 
(0) 
38.2% 
(13) 
52.9% 
(18) 
8.8% 
(3) 
34
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 Know how to identify 
and consider all the 
factors that 
influence your 
needs, and weigh 
them up against 
each other
0.0% 
(0) 
2.9% 
(1) 
26.5% 
(9) 
58.8% 
(20) 
11.8% 
(4) 
34
Know how to go 
about making 
changes.
0.0% 
(0) 
11.8% 
(4) 
29.4% 
(10) 
44.1% 
(15) 
14.7% 
(5) 
34
It's very difficult to 
practice good food 
habits if you don't 
live in a stable 
situation, and 
particularly one 
where you don't 
share food with 
others on a regular 
basis.
11.8% 
(4) 
17.7% 
(6) 
32.4% 
(11) 
32.4% 
(11) 
5.9% 
(2) 
34
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 34 respondents;     0 filtered;     0 skipped. 
 
Export Graph Top
Interviews identified the following possible components of food literacy. Please indicate if you consider 
them to be irrelevant (ie not a component of food literacy), core (ie something all adults NEED to know 
or be able to do), or desirable (ie NICE to know or be able to do).
View irrelevant core desirable 
irrelevant
core
desirable
Response total 
Access 0 0 0 0
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Being able to find 
food anywhere, that 
you can eat.
23.5% 
(8) 
50.0% 
(17) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Being able to access 
food through some 
source on a regular 
basis with very 
limited resources.
14.7% 
(5) 
79.4% 
(27) 
5.9% 
(2) 
34
Knowing that some 
places are cheaper 
than others.
23.5% 
(8) 
17.7% 
(6) 
58.8% 
(20) 
34
Knowing how to 
access the shop, how 
to access the funds 
to purchase what 
you require and the 
knowledge in 
regards to if it’s not 
coming from a shop 
eg bush foods, aid 
agencies.
5.9% 
(2) 
64.7% 
(22) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Getting out in the 
garden and growing 
food, even if its 
herbs in a pot.
50.0% 
(17) 
2.9% 
(1) 
47.1% 
(16) 
34
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Being critical of the 
food supply system 
and being able to 
advocate for 
improvements.
50.0% 
(17) 
11.8% 
(4) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
Planning and 
management
0 0 0 0
Looking forward 
about what you are 
going to be eating 
and how to access 
that.
11.8% 
(4) 
61.8% 
(21) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Planning ahead to 
make sure you meet 
your nutrition 
requirements.
14.7% 
(5) 
52.9% 
(18) 
32.4% 
(11) 
34
Knowing quantities 
of food to buy so 
that nothing’s 
wasted.
5.9% 
(2) 
41.2% 
(14) 
52.9% 
(18) 
34
The ability to handle 
and manage money.
14.7% 
(5) 
58.8% 
(20) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Page 9 of 29Survey online report
13/04/2011https://survey.qut.edu.au/report?SurveyID=171262&ReportID=-1&pw=34a6604f&aft...
Knowing which 
foods fill your belly 
so that everyone has 
got something to 
eat. What food goes 
the furtherest and 
costs the least.
11.8% 
(4) 
44.1% 
(15) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
Being able to plan in 
terms of how long 
something’s going to 
take to prepare.
14.7% 
(5) 
47.1% 
(16) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
Being able to choose 
foods that are within 
your skill set and 
available time.
8.8% 
(3) 
76.5% 
(26) 
14.7% 
(5) 
34
Consuming food in 
the context of the 
total responsibilities 
placed on individuals 
and also within 
families.
17.7% 
(6) 
52.9% 
(18) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Parenting skills, 
some sort of ability 
to talk to their family 
and say “no” and be 
able to moderate 
their intake.
20.6% 
(7) 
50.0% 
(17) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Selection 0 0 0 0
Understanding how 
the foods that are 
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grown influence the 
environment and 
how our food choices 
influence the 
environment and 
also the other way 
around. How climate 
change is going to 
influence what we 
eat.
20.6% 
(7) 
29.4% 
(10) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Knowing the 
environmental, 
social and ethical 
consequences of the 
ways in which foods 
are produced, 
packaged and 
distributed.
23.5% 
(8) 
35.3% 
(12) 
41.2% 
(14) 
34
Knowing how to 
choose culturally 
and socially 
acceptable food. So 
I’m not going to be 
stigmatised because 
I’ve chosen a 
particular food and 
not others.
29.4% 
(10) 
32.4% 
(11) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
Being able to 
critically judge 
advertisements, 
promotions, 
marketing and 
everything that’s 
coming your way.
2.9% 
(1) 
67.7% 
(23) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Having the critical 
skills so that when a 
new food comes 
onto the market 
you’re able to make 
an informed decision 
about it.
2.9% 
(1) 
73.5% 
(25) 
23.5% 
(8) 
34
Being able to judge 
the quality of raw 
and processed food 
which might include 
freshness and how 
does the price 
compare to other 
times in the year.
5.9% 
(2) 
58.8% 
(20) 
35.3% 
(12) 
34
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Choosing native and 
seaonal foods in 
keeping with where 
you live.
17.7% 
(6) 
29.4% 
(10) 
52.9% 
(18) 
34
Being able to read 
food labels:
0 0 0 0
Knowing how to read 
the labels but also 
being able to read 
what’s not on the 
label.
8.8% 
(3) 
58.8% 
(20) 
32.4% 
(11) 
34
Being able to read 
the nutrition 
information panel 
and how to use the 
per 100g versus the 
per serve column 
and compare.
8.8% 
(3) 
47.1% 
(16) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
Being able to 
understand what the 
ingredient list 
means.
5.9% 
(2) 
58.8% 
(20) 
35.3% 
(12) 
34
Having enough 
English language 
literacy skills to 
understand what the 
food is.
5.9% 
(2) 
61.8% 
(21) 
32.4% 
(11) 
34
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Being able to 
understand what’s in 
the product and how 
to store and use it.
0.0% 
(0) 
73.5% 
(25) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Being able to read 
the label and 
understand that 
information in 
context.
0.0% 
(0) 
58.8% 
(20) 
41.2% 
(14) 
34
Knowing where food 
comes from
0 0 0 0
Getting down and 
dirty, experience 
food, plant it, grow 
it, harvest it, prepare 
it, eat it.
35.3% 
(12) 
11.8% 
(4) 
52.9% 
(18) 
34
Just being able to 
look at a processed 
food and know 
what’s in it so you 
might be able to 
categorise what it is. 
Being able to 
recognise what 
would have been the 
primary form of that 
food.
14.7% 
(5) 
44.1% 
(15) 
41.2% 
(14) 
34
Some knowledge of 
where the food came 
from and what 
resources were 
required for its 
production. Was this 
healthy, sustainable 
or ethical.
23.5% 
(8) 
32.4% 
(11) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
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Trusting your food 
supply.
23.5% 
(8) 
35.3% 
(12) 
41.2% 
(14) 
34
Knowing where your 
food was farmed.
35.3% 
(12) 
14.7% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Being aware of the 
broader political, 
ecological and social 
contexts in which 
the food is grown.
32.4% 
(11) 
17.7% 
(6) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Having enough food 
preparation 
experience to know 
what might have 
gone into a food or 
dish.
11.8% 
(4) 
44.1% 
(15) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
Preparation 0 0 0 0
Knowing how to 
prepare foods in a 
way that’s attractive 
and edible.
8.8% 
(3) 
70.6% 
(24) 
20.6% 
(7) 
34
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Knowing what tastes 
and flavours go 
together.
8.8% 
(3) 
38.2% 
(13) 
52.9% 
(18) 
34
Knowing how to 
follow a recipe.
5.9% 
(2) 
55.9% 
(19) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
Being able to make 
four to six meals by 
yourself that you can 
repeat week in week 
out.
20.6% 
(7) 
41.2% 
(14) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
Knowledge of some 
basic commodities 
and how to prepare 
them.
0.0% 
(0) 
82.4% 
(28) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
Knowing how to 
prepare some foods 
from all of the food 
groups, eg how to 
prepare meat, how 
to cook pasta, how 
to prepare 
vegetables and then 
there are spin offs 
from there.
2.9% 
(1) 
79.4% 
(27) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
Knowing how to 
prepare the same 
foods that you have 
access to in different 
ways so that they’re 
interesting.
5.9% 
(2) 
35.3% 
(12) 
58.8% 
(20) 
34
Having a whole 
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repertoire of skills so 
you can try more 
adventurous recipes, 
make up your own 
recipe or cooking 
style, adapt things to 
suit your 
preferences and 
equipment.
20.6% 
(7) 
20.6% 
(7) 
58.8% 
(20) 
34
Being able to pull a 
meal together that 
might consist of four 
or five different 
parts eg a baked 
dinner.
23.5% 
(8) 
38.2% 
(13) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
Being able to 
prepare foods in the 
most efficient 
manner.
17.7% 
(6) 
32.4% 
(11) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Being able to 
prepare a meal for 
two to six people 
without any 
difficulty.
14.7% 
(5) 
41.2% 
(14) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
Know how to stretch 
food if more people 
come over or are 
staying at your 
house
11.8% 
(4) 
38.2% 
(13) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Being able to 
conceptualise what 
you want to put 
together.
11.8% 
(4) 
44.1% 
(15) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
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Having knife skills.
23.5% 
(8) 
26.5% 
(9) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Being able to 
confidently use 
common pieces of 
kitchen equipment 
such as a stove top, 
oven, microwave, 
can opener and 
saucepans.
2.9% 
(1) 
76.5% 
(26) 
20.6% 
(7) 
34
Knowing a few little 
short cuts so you can 
prepare food without 
it taking much time.
11.8% 
(4) 
35.3% 
(12) 
52.9% 
(18) 
34
Being able to 
substitute with 
alternatives if what 
you want is 
unavailable.
0.0% 
(0) 
52.9% 
(18) 
47.1% 
(16) 
34
Enough food hygiene 
and food safety so 
that you don’t poison 
anyone.
0.0% 
(0) 
85.3% 
(29) 
14.7% 
(5) 
34
Knowing how to 
store food to 
optimise its value 
and quality.
0.0% 
(0) 
70.6% 
(24) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
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How to dispose of 
waste in an 
environmentally 
considerate manner.
14.7% 
(5) 
38.2% 
(13) 
47.1% 
(16) 
34
Eating 0 0 0 0
Being able to join in, 
sit down and eat in a 
social way.
11.8% 
(4) 
55.9% 
(19) 
32.4% 
(11) 
34
Interacting with 
food and being able 
to eat in a way that 
doesn't restrict you 
being part of a 
group.
17.7% 
(6) 
52.9% 
(18) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Knowing what food 
transports well and 
how to pack it so it 
still looks appetising 
when you’re going to 
eat it.
20.6% 
(7) 
32.4% 
(11) 
47.1% 
(16) 
34
Being willing to try 
an unfamiliar food.
11.8% 
(4) 
23.5% 
(8) 
64.7% 
(22) 
34
Knowing principles 
for everyday eating: 
Page 18 of 29Survey online report
13/04/2011https://survey.qut.edu.au/report?SurveyID=171262&ReportID=-1&pw=34a6604f&aft...
only eat when you’re 
hungry, try and get 
some routine, slow 
down, eat 
consciously and 
reflectively, and be 
more contemplative 
about what you’re 
doing and how 
you’re relating to the 
world.
5.9% 
(2) 
44.1% 
(15) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Nutrition 0 0 0 0
Just what’s healthy 
and what’s not.
14.7% 
(5) 
58.8% 
(20) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Understand the 
overall message of a 
food selection guide 
such as the dietary 
pyramid or plate.
8.8% 
(3) 
61.8% 
(21) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Knowing that all 
foods are good. It’s 
just the amounts you 
eat them in. So you 
need to know about 
portions and 
frequency.
14.7% 
(5) 
58.8% 
(20) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Knowing how to 
categorise foods into 
the Food Groups, 
that you need 
generally some of 
each every day and 
what sort of 
proportions to eat 
them in.
11.8% 
(4) 
52.9% 
(18) 
35.3% 
(12) 
34
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Knowing the 
composition of Food 
Groups, eg meats 
give you iron and 
protein.
29.4% 
(10) 
32.4% 
(11) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
I don’t want to be 
locked into saying 
Food Groups, but 
knowing what are 
the components for a 
healthy basic diet.
5.9% 
(2) 
73.5% 
(25) 
20.6% 
(7) 
34
Understanding the 
Australian Dietary 
Guidelines.
26.5% 
(9) 
26.5% 
(9) 
47.1% 
(16) 
34
Understanding of 
what a diverse diet 
looks like and why it 
is important from a 
health and ecological 
perspective. It 
doesn’t make sense 
to get our foods from 
a limited number of 
agricultural sources 
or limited number of 
corporate actors.
20.6% 
(7) 
38.2% 
(13) 
41.2% 
(14) 
34
Understanding how 
to translate the 
Australian Dietary 
Guidelines into food 
and food habits.
29.4% 
(10) 
38.2% 
(13) 
32.4% 
(11) 
34
Being aware of the 
role of fats, proteins, 
carbohydrates and 
so on.
26.5% 
(9) 
38.2% 
(13) 
35.3% 
(12) 
34
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Knowing what your 
food is made up of in 
terms of nutrients 
and how they all 
interact.
32.4% 
(11) 
23.5% 
(8) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
Knowing that you 
need vitamins and 
minerals in certain 
quantities and what 
foods they are in.
32.4% 
(11) 
26.5% 
(9) 
41.2% 
(14) 
34
Knowing about 
different 
requirements for 
different stages of 
life.
11.8% 
(4) 
47.1% 
(16) 
41.2% 
(14) 
34
Knowing the 
specifics of nutrition 
recommendations eg 
how much fat is too 
much fat, what does 
low salt mean on a 
label.
14.7% 
(5) 
55.9% 
(19) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Understanding the 
interaction between 
food and physical 
activity, and 
monitoring that by 
looking at their body 
composition.
23.5% 
(8) 
47.1% 
(16) 
29.4% 
(10) 
34
Being aware that 
you have unique 
individual 
requirements and 
understanding how 
food effects your 
body when you look 
at your blood results 
etc.
38.2% 
(13) 
26.5% 
(9) 
35.3% 
(12) 
34
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Understanding how 
your body functions 
so you can 
understand how to 
fuel it or feed it. Not 
just nutrition but 
satiety, sensory 
factors, things like 
that.
17.7% 
(6) 
35.3% 
(12) 
47.1% 
(16) 
34
Understanding how a 
particular food might 
interact with your 
physiology and what 
the implications 
might be if you have 
a diet-related 
disease.
17.7% 
(6) 
32.4% 
(11) 
50.0% 
(17) 
34
Language 0 0 0 0
Being able to 
communicate around 
food, be able to 
articulate and 
explain things about 
it.
14.7% 
(5) 
47.1% 
(16) 
38.2% 
(13) 
34
Knowledge of 
terminology, so that 
they can eg follow 
recipes, read labels, 
make consumer 
choices. Read stuff 
in popular 
magazines and know 
that you can follow 
the terminology.
11.8% 
(4) 
52.9% 
(18) 
35.3% 
(12) 
34
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 34 respondents;     0 filtered;     0 skipped. 
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Please add any further comments related to questions 6 or 7.
Response 
total
View   13
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 13 respondents;     0 filtered;     21 skipped. 
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Top
Interviews revealed many interesting statements around food literacy. While not directly related to 
developing a scope of meaning, they are useful in contextualising its application. Please register your 
level of agreement with the following.
View strongly 
disagree 
disagree 
neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
agree 
strongly 
agree 
strongly disagree
disagree
neither agree nor 
disagree
agree
strongly agree
Response 
total 
It’s important that 
we do more than get 
the messages to 
individuals, but we 
actually do 
something about the 
environment they 
live in and make 
healthy food 
available to them.
0.0% 
(0) 
0.0% 
(0) 
2.9% 
(1) 
52.9% 
(18) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
There’s a theory that 
there’s a lack of 
skills but it’s not that 
bloody hard to eat a 
banana instead of a 
packet of crisps.
5.9% 
(2) 
26.5% 
(9) 
29.4% 
(10) 
26.5% 
(9) 
11.8% 
(4) 
34
The problem isn’t 
that there isn’t 
enough information. 
It’s that there’s too 
much. People are 
overwhelmed about 
who to believe and 
what to believe.
2.9% 
(1) 
11.8% 
(4) 
17.7% 
(6) 
32.4% 
(11) 
35.3% 
(12) 
34
There’s not a huge 
level of skill involved 
in selecting food 
because its usually 
the same pattern 
repeated over and 
over.
11.8% 
(4) 
38.2% 
(13) 
23.5% 
(8) 
26.5% 
(9) 
0.0% 
(0) 
34
We’ve got to do 
something about our 
work culture that 
promotes a model of 
having someone at 
home doing 
domestic work and 
someone as the 
breadwinner.
8.8% 
(3) 
23.5% 
(8) 
50.0% 
(17) 
11.8% 
(4) 
5.9% 
(2) 
34
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Individual Food 
Security
0 0 0 0 0 0
I remember visiting 
a teenage mum with 
two kids. They were 
living in a single 
room. Dinner was on 
the bed, no car, no 
money. I don’t know 
exactly what 
influenced her food 
choice but it wasn’t 
food literacy.
0.0% 
(0) 
23.5% 
(8) 
50.0% 
(17) 
23.5% 
(8) 
2.9% 
(1) 
34
You need access to 
good quality healthy 
food. Ensuring 
people have 
adequate food skills 
so they can turn old 
apples into 
something tasty so 
they’ll be eaten is a 
medieval concept.
0.0% 
(0) 
29.4% 
(10) 
29.4% 
(10) 
41.2% 
(14) 
0.0% 
(0) 
34
Food literacy may be 
a protective factor 
for food insecurity.
0.0% 
(0) 
2.9% 
(1) 
32.4% 
(11) 
44.1% 
(15) 
20.6% 
(7) 
34
Contemporary food 
supply:
0 0 0 0 0 0
Now our food supply 
is so much more 
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complex and so 
selecting foods that 
are nutritious has 
become far more 
complicated. 
Therefore the 
requirement for 
nutrition education 
and some basic 
guidelines around 
food selection is now 
greater than what 
we have needed in 
the past.
0.0% 
(0) 
14.7% 
(5) 
5.9% 
(2) 
61.8% 
(21) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
In generations past, 
the local food 
environment had 
much less choice and 
so they didn’t need 
to consciously have 
nutrition knowledge 
to eat well.
2.9% 
(1) 
14.7% 
(5) 
26.5% 
(9) 
47.1% 
(16) 
8.8% 
(3) 
34
There’s no doubt 
that there’s a 
nutrition paradox at 
the moment. We 
have such a wide 
variety of food that’s 
been so affordable. 
Theoretically it’s 
never been easier to 
construct a healthy 
diet. We’ve also 
never had such a 
depth of nutritional 
information, and yet 
we have a paradox 
that many 
consumers are still 
unable to eat their 
nutritional 
requirements.
2.9% 
(1) 
8.8% 
(3) 
11.8% 
(4) 
64.7% 
(22) 
11.8% 
(4) 
34
People want 
freshness, 
naturalness, 
tastiness, 
healthfulness. Some 
might want to know 
the detail of where 
their food comes 
from but even these 
people really just 
want to trust that 
whoever’s selling it 
to them is taking 
care of that.
2.9% 
(1) 
20.6% 
(7) 
23.5% 
(8) 
44.1% 
(15) 
8.8% 
(3) 
34
The idea that people 
consciously think 
about food beyond 
its immediate ability 
to fulfil their needs 
is not a terribly 
realistic portrayal of 
where most people 
are at.
0.0% 
(0) 
17.7% 
(6) 
20.6% 
(7) 
50.0% 
(17) 
11.8% 
(4) 
34
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Where nutrition fits 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nutrition is the most 
boring word on 
earth. The less that 
word is used the 
better.
8.8% 
(3) 
32.4% 
(11) 
26.5% 
(9) 
17.7% 
(6) 
14.7% 
(5) 
34
A narrow focus on 
nutrition is not a 
useful way for 
people to be thinking 
about what a healthy 
diet looks like.
2.9% 
(1) 
8.8% 
(3) 
0.0% 
(0) 
61.8% 
(21) 
26.5% 
(9) 
34
Nutrition is a science 
and so is constantly 
evolving and 
changing. There’s 
enough unknown 
about nutrition, food 
and the body not to 
dismiss some of the 
alternative 
discourses.
0.0% 
(0) 
23.5% 
(8) 
32.4% 
(11) 
41.2% 
(14) 
2.9% 
(1) 
34
It doesn’t make 
sense just to focus 
on the nutritional 
aspects of foods. 
Some of these 
functional and 
modified foods that 
really push the 
nutritional benefits 
whether a nutrient 
has been added, or 
there’s been genetic 
engineering, I mean 
the energy 
implications of 
producing these 
foods are just 
absurd.
2.9% 
(1) 
11.8% 
(4) 
38.2% 
(13) 
35.3% 
(12) 
11.8% 
(4) 
34
You need practical 
food preparation 
skills in order to be 
food literate 
otherwise you’ve got 
someone making 
decisions about the 
nutrient content and 
ethics of production 
but they can’t 
0.0% 
(0) 
5.9% 
(2) 
8.8% 
(3) 
70.6% 
(24) 
14.7% 
(5) 
34
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actually go away and 
prepare their own 
lunch.
Finding a carrot that 
really tastes good 
that you sourced 
from somewhere 
that has the right 
variety of carrot and 
a really good flavour 
may be more 
important and more 
effective than telling 
you that it’s a good 
source of beta-
carotene.
0.0% 
(0) 
8.8% 
(3) 
20.6% 
(7) 
52.9% 
(18) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
You have to look 
pretty hard to find 
people who don’t 
know the general 
principles of healthy 
eating.
14.7% 
(5) 
35.3% 
(12) 
14.7% 
(5) 
23.5% 
(8) 
11.8% 
(4) 
34
I think of it as a 
pyramid, the three 
sides being health 
and nutrition, food 
literacy and 
environmental 
sustainability.
2.9% 
(1) 
5.9% 
(2) 
50.0% 
(17) 
35.3% 
(12) 
5.9% 
(2) 
34
Unless we reclaim 
that mastery over 
food, that ease with 
it then we’re in deep 
trouble. And that’s 
far more than ease 
and mastery over 
nutrition.
2.9% 
(1) 
2.9% 
(1) 
26.5% 
(9) 
61.8% 
(21) 
5.9% 
(2) 
34
If you come to 
appreciate good 
flavour, well 
prepared food and 
the effort that goes 
into making it , then 
on the whole it's 
going to be 
nutritionally better 
for you and you’re 
more likely to 
choose it than junk 
food.
0.0% 
(0) 
23.5% 
(8) 
17.7% 
(6) 
41.2% 
(14) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
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You should never 
talk about nutrition 
without talking 
about food.
0.0% 
(0) 
17.7% 
(6) 
11.8% 
(4) 
26.5% 
(9) 
44.1% 
(15) 
34
About a continuum 
of functional to 
critical literacy
0 0 0 0 0 0
You need to be 
working on all 
aspects of the 
continuum at the 
same time 
functional, 
interactive and 
critical.
0.0% 
(0) 
8.8% 
(3) 
29.4% 
(10) 
47.1% 
(16) 
14.7% 
(5) 
34
It would be great if 
people could move 
along from 
functional to critical 
but in reality that’s 
not going to happen 
for a lot of people 
and it probably 
doesn’t need to.
2.9% 
(1) 
11.8% 
(4) 
23.5% 
(8) 
55.9% 
(19) 
5.9% 
(2) 
34
You want to move 
people along the 
continuum as much 
as possible so that 
people are more 
empowered and 
have more choices.
0.0% 
(0) 
2.9% 
(1) 
20.6% 
(7) 
55.9% 
(19) 
20.6% 
(7) 
34
I know plenty of 
people that wouldn’t 
be at the complex 
end of food literacy 
but they believe 
health is really 
important and 
they’ve lived healthy 
lives and eaten 
sensibly.
0.0% 
(0) 
11.8% 
(4) 
17.7% 
(6) 
52.9% 
(18) 
17.7% 
(6) 
34
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There’s a continuum 
of health and 
nutrition comes into 
that. And there’s a 
continuum around 
food. But the two 
aren’t necessarily 
related.
2.9% 
(1) 
14.7% 
(5) 
64.7% 
(22) 
17.7% 
(6) 
0.0% 
(0) 
34
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 34 respondents;     0 filtered;     0 skipped. 
 
Export Graph Top
Please add any further comments related to question 9 or any other aspect of this 
study
Response 
total
View   9
Total # of respondents 34. 
    Statistics based on 9 respondents;     0 filtered;     25 skipped. 
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Appendix six 
Round 3 Food Literacy Delphi Study
Page 1 of 5
Please select all those items which you consider to be CORE components of
food literacy (ie something all adults NEED to know or be able to do).
Response
Percent
Response
Total
 Access 0% 0
Being able to find food
anywhere, that you can
eat.
████████████████████████████████████████ 50% 12
Knowing how to access
the shop, how to access
the funds to purchase what
you require and the
knowledge in regards to if
it’s not coming from a shop
eg bush foods, aid
agencies.
██████████████████████████████████████████████████ 62.5% 15
 Planning and
management 0% 0
Looking forward about
what you are going to be
eating and how to access
that.
██████████████████████████████ 37.5% 9
Planning ahead to make
sure you meet your
nutrition requirements.
██████████████████████████████ 37.5% 9
The ability to handle and
manage money.
████████████████████████████████████████ 50% 12
Consuming food in the
context of the total
responsibilities placed on
individuals and also within
families.
██████████████████████████████ 37.5% 9
Parenting skills, some sort
of ability to talk to their
family and say “no” and be
able to moderate their
intake.
███████████████████████ 29.2% 7
 Selection 0% 0
Being able to critically
judge advertisements,
promotions, marketing and
everything that’s coming
your way.
█████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 70.8% 17
Having the critical skills so
that when a new food
comes onto the market
you’re able to make an
informed decision about it.
███████████████████████████████████████████ 54.2% 13
Being able to judge the
quality of raw and
processed food which
might include freshness
and how does the price
compare to other times in
the year.
███████████████████████████████████████████████ 58.3% 14
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 Being able to read food
labels: 0% 0
Knowing how to read the
labels but also being able
to read what’s not on the
label.
████████████████████████████████████████ 50% 12
Being able to understand
what the ingredient list
means.
██████████████████████████████ 37.5% 9
Having enough English
language literacy skills to
understand what the food
is.
█████████████████████████████████ 41.7% 10
Being able to understand
what’s in the product and
how to store and use it.
████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 79.2% 19
Being able to read the
label and understand that
information in context.
███████████████████████████████████████████ 54.2% 13
 Preparation 0% 0
Knowing how to prepare
foods in a way that’s
attractive and edible.
█████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 70.8% 17
Knowing how to follow a
recipe.
██████████████████████████████ 37.5% 9
Being able to substitute
with alternatives if what
you want is unavailable.
██████████████████████████████████████████████████ 62.5% 15
Knowing how to store food
to optimise its value and
quality.
█████████████████████████████████████████████████████████ 70.8% 17
 Eating 0% 0
Being able to join in, sit
down and eat in a social
way.
████████████████████████████████████████ 50% 12
Interacting with food and
being able to eat in a way
that doesn't restrict you
being part of a group.
██████████████████████████████ 37.5% 9
 Nutrition 0% 0
Just what’s healthy and
what’s not.
███████████████████████████ 33.3% 8
Understand the overall
message of a food
selection guide such as the
dietary pyramid or plate.
████████████████████████████████████████ 50% 12
Page 3 of 5
Knowing that all foods are
good.  It’s just the amounts
you eat them in.  So you
need to know about
portions and frequency.
███████████████████████████ 33.3% 8
Knowing how to categorise
foods into the Food
Groups, that you need
generally some of each
every day and what sort of
proportions to eat them in.
██████████████████████████████ 37.5% 9
I don’t want to be locked
into saying Food Groups,
but knowing what are the
components for a healthy
basic diet.
████████████████████████████████████████ 50% 12
Knowing the specifics of
nutrition recommendations
eg how much fat is too
much fat, what does low
salt mean on a label.
███████████████████████ 29.2% 7
 Language 0% 0
Knowledge of terminology,
so that they can eg follow
recipes, read labels, make
consumer choices.  Read
stuff in popular magazines
and know that you can
follow the terminology.
██████████████████████████████████████████████████ 62.5% 15
Total # of respondents 24. Statistics based on 24 respondents; 0 filtered; 0 skipped.
Page 4 of 5
The following statements were identified as the most suitable definitions of
food literacy.  Please select the ONE that you think should be used.
Response
Percent
Response
Total
The relative ability of an
individual to basically
understand the nature of
food and how it is
important to them as
individuals, and how able
they are to gain
information about food,
process it, analyse it and
act upon it.
█████████████████████████████████████ 45.8% 11
The capacity to implement
positive strategies around
food preparation and
consumption that serves
your body, lifestyles and
well being in a positive
way.
████████████████ 20.8% 5
Being able to embrace the
pleasure of spending time
with food.  Being
comfortable with the social,
environmental, cultural and
health aspects of food so
you can negotiate through
them when making food
choices.
█████████████ 16.7% 4
I do not think any of these
statements suitably
describe food literacy
██████ 8.3% 2
I do not think the term food
literacy should be used
██████ 8.3% 2
Total # of respondents 24. Statistics based on 24 respondents; 0 filtered; 0 skipped.
We invite you to add any comments regarding this study ResponseTotal
9
Total # of respondents 24. Statistics based on 9 respondents; 0 filtered; 15 skipped.
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